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Current Topics. 


The County Courts Bill. 

Tue County Courts Britt which is, we believe, founded on 
the Report of the County Court Staff Committee, of which Mr. 
Justice Rigpy Swirr was Chairman, has now been introduced 
by the Attorney-General in the House of Commons. That 
Committee was appointed in 1914 °* to consider the methods of 
calculating, and the amount of, the remuneration, and. the 
condition of employment of registrars, high bailiffs, and subordi- 
nate staffs of the County Courts in England and Wales, and 
to report what measures, if any, should be taken in order to 
secure efficfency and economy in the work of the courts and 
fair conditions of employment.” The report was issued in 
December, 1920, and we summarized it at the time, 65 Sou. J., 
184, 201. The Bill has no prefatory memorandum explaining 
its relation to the report, and we have not at present had time 
to examine its provisions, but we may note that it is proposed to 
amalgamate the offices of registrar and high bailiff as vacancies 
occur in the latter office, and to transfer the appointment of 
registrars to the Lord Chancellor, and the Lord Chancellor may 
give directions that a registrar shall be‘ whole-time.” Registrars 
are to be paid by salaries, which may be either exclusive of the 
staff remuneration and office expenses or not, and, where inclusive, 
the Lord Chancellor may specify what part is applicable to 
such remuneration and expenses. Further, the Lord Chancellor 
is to have the appointment and removal of the entire staff, 
Provision is made for the retirement 


and is to fix its numbers. 
and also in the case 


of, and pensions for, whole-time registrars ; 
of existing whole-time clerks. 
The New Rent Restrictions Act. 

WE PRINT elsewhere the new Rent Restriction Act which received 
the RoyalAssent on 31st July—a near thing, because t he Act of 1920 
expired on that day, and a day’s further delay would have made 
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all houses uncontrolled, and what effect even a short delay might 
have had on the“ statutory tenancy ”’ is too speculative a matter 
toconsider. As it is, control goes on continuously till 24th June, 
1925, but with modifications. In particular, there is the very 
important modification that control as regards any particular 
house stops as soon as it comes into the actual possession of the 
landlord. The section which will call for most careful reading 
is s. 3 (Restriction on right to possession) which replaces, with 
amendments, s. 5 of the 1920 Act. The chief alterations are: 
in s-s. (1) (5), the tenant is liable to for nuisance 
caused by a sub-tenant unless he takes reasonable steps for his 
removal ; in (d) the grounds of recovery of possession where the 
landlord requires the premises for occupation, and as to alterna- 
tive accommodation, are greatly altered ; and (iv) alternative 
accommodation need not be provided where the landlord acquired 
the property before 30th June, 1922, and requires it as a residence 
for himself or for a child of his over eighteen ; if he acquired it 
after that date, he must satisfy the court that the hardship to him 
Important changes have been 
s of increase of rent, 
and 


eviction 


is greater than to the tenant. 
made as to the correction of errors in notic 
as to increases of rent where a tenant sub-lets, s. 7; 
as to excessive charges for furniture taken over as a condition 
of the tenancy, s.9. And premises are not to be excluded from 
protection because they are let at a rent which includes payments 
in respect of attendance or the use of furniture unless the amount 
of rent fairly attributable to these matters is a substantial portion 
of the whole rent with which change s. 12 (1) (2), prov. (i) is 
likely to furnish he W proble ms for the courts The operation 
of Part If does not begin till 24th June, 1925, and much may 


happen before then 


s. 6: 


Reports of Divorce Cases. 

We PRINT elsewhere the Report of the Select Committee on 
the Matrimonial (Regulation of Reports) Bill. The 
Committee deal with their inquiry from three points of view: 
first, whether any such Bill as the present is required; if so, 
sent Billis drawn on the right lines, or 
should be extended, limited, or varied in its scope ; and, thirdly, 
what legal procedure is most suitable to be effective. As to the 
first, Sir Exits Hume-Wi.uiAms, K.C., seems to have been alone 
among the witnesses in advocating no change, and he doubted 


Cause S 


secondly, whether the pre 


whether these reports under consideration had any very active 
influence on public morality. But the Committee, following the 
general evidence, and impressed specially by the recent Russell 
Case, came to the conclusion that legislation is required. On the 
second question they consider that the Bill is on the right lines; 
but they have considerably altered its terms, and have extended 
regards indecent details to 


its scope sO as to m ike it apply as 
defined as 


judicial proceedings generally. Such details are 
“any indecent matters or m-dical, surgical, or physiological 
details, being matter or details the publication of which would be 
calculated to injure public morals or otherwise be to the public 
This is founded on the test laid down in R. v. Hicklin, 
And the details which may be published 


Particulars are 


mischief.” 
L.R. 3 Q.B. 360, 371 
of divorce and similar proceedings are altered. 
allowed of the names, addresses and des riptions of the parties 
the proceedings are 
brought and resisted as set forth in the pleadings ; of submissions 
on any point of law and the decision thereon ; and of “ the 
summing-up of the judge, and the finding of the jury (if any) ; 
and the judgment of the court, and observations made by the 
But all these details are subject 


and witnesses; of the grounds on which 


judge in giving judgment ag 
to the previous general prohibition as regards indecent matter. 
This the Committee regard as a practicable via media between 
hearing cases in camerd and the publication of full reports. 
On the third question— the appropriate legal procedure—the 
Committee recommend summary jurisdiction and maximum 
penalties of three months’ imprisonment and a £500 fine. It 
the Report will result in the curtailment 


may be hoped that 
of the Press which has hitherto 


of the licence—-not the freedem 
prevailed. 







Trial by Jury in Civil Cases. 

THE DEBATE in the House of Commons last week on the second 
reading of the Administration of Justice Bill showed a want of 
appreciation of the stage at which the jury question had arrived 
before the war. Under the R.S.C. there was in general in the 
King’s Bench Division an absolute right for either party to have 
a jury, aright which appears to be based on s. 22 of the Judicature 
Act, 1875; if neither party asked for a jury, the usual mode of 
trial was by a judge alone : Ord. 36, rr. 6, 7 (before the recent 
alteration). But opinion was growing in favour of the restriction 
of this absolute right, and in 1913 Lord Mersry’s Committee on 
Jury Law and Practice reported in accordance with this opinion. 

We found,”’ says the Report, “ an almost complete agreement 
among the witnesses that the time has now come to make the 
right to trial by jury in civil cases far less absolute.” And the 
Committee recommended that, except in cases affecting personal 
character, such as actions for fraud, defamation, malicious 
prosecution, ete., trial by jury should be allowed as of right only 
when both parties concur in demanding that mode of action. 
Otherwise the judge would settle whether the action was one that 
called for the assistance of ajury. The report was not unanimous, 
but it is probable that, but for the war, an effort would have been 
made some years ago to give effect to it, and then the issue for 
discussion would have been clearer than it is now. 


Trial by Jury and the War. 

Bur THE WAR came and the right to trial by jury was restricted, 
not upon grounds of principle but as an emergency measure. The 
Juries Act, 1918, laid down a general rule that trials in the High 
Court should be by a judge alone without a jury; but in cases of 
fraud, libel, ete.—personal character cases—either party was 
entitled as of right to a jury, and there was an exception of 
matrimonial causes, and of probate actions in which the title 
of an heir-at-law came in question. Then, in view of the lapsing 
of the Act of 1918—it came to an end on Ist March, 1922—the 
Administration of Justice Act, 1920, was passed as a permanent 
measure, but without the opportunity of adequate discussion in 
the House of Commons. Section 2, while preserving the excep- 
tions just mentioned, empowered the court or a judge, if satisfied 
that the action could not as conveniently be tried with a jury 
as without a jury, to order the action to be tried without a jury. 
This was “ no‘evithstanding anything in any Act,” and conse- 
quently overrode any right to a jury under the Judicature Act, 
1875. Provisional Rules were made (R.S8.C., Ord. 36, rr. 2, 6) 
66 So. J. 320) to give effect to the new provision, but these were 
framed in an embarrassing manner, and until they came to be 
considered bythe Court of Appeal in Ford v. Blurton, 38 T.L.R. 801, 
it does not appear to have been generally realized that a change 
intended to be permanent had been made in the right to a jury ; 
at any rate the Court of Appeal took occasion to express surprise 
that the change should have been made. 


Defining the Right to Trial by Jury. 

ONE OF THE chief objects of the Administration of Justice Bill 
is to re-enact s. 2 of the Act of 1920 in an improved form. This 
is done by clause 2, which we print in full on another page. It 
will be seen that it preserves the existing practice as to trial 
without a jury in the Chancery Division ; and also in cases where 
a trial without a jury could be ordered without consent before 
the Judicature Acts. This probably refers to Admiralty cases and 
to cases requiring prolonged examination of documents or 
accounts, or scientific examination (see R.S.C., Ord. 36, r. 5); but 
surely it should be possible now to state what is really meant 
instead of referring to practice of fifty years ago. And the clause 
preserves the absolute right to a jury in personal character cases. 
Then, in other cases, the right to a jury, on either party applying 
for one, is qualified by the words, ‘‘ unless in the opinion of the 
Court or a Judge the cause is more fit to be tried without a jury. 
This takes the place of the provision in s. 2 (1) of the Administra- 





tion of Justice Act, 1920, that the Court or a Judge might order 
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trial without a jury if satisfied “‘ that the action or matter cannot 
as conveniently be tried with a jury as without a jury.” The 
Attorney-General said in the House of Commons that the object 
was to replace the words“ as conveniently be tried ” by a clearer 
expression. But it is not very easy to see how “ conveniently ” 
differs for practical purposes from ‘“‘ more fit.” On the main 
point discussed in the House of Commons, whether the Bill goes 
back to the pre-war right to a jury, the answer, of course, is that 
it does not and is not intended to. The object is to fix the right, 
not on the pre-war absolute basis, but in accordance with the 
modern trend of opinion as to the extent to which the right to a 
jury should be restricted. The Administration of Justice Act, 
1920, was not successful in defining that right, and perhaps the 
present clause, when it emerges from Committee in the House of 
Commons, will be more successful. But if the critics of the Bill 
succeed in reviving pre-war practice, they will be running counter 
to the opinion expressed, on full evidence and consideration, by 
Lord Mersey’s Committee. 


Civil Compensation and Criminal Sentences. 


THE ONLY legal point of general interest which emerges from 
the Court of Criminal Appeal proceedings in the appeal of O’ Brien 
v. The King, Times, 31st July, was the principle laid down by 
Mr. Justice DARLING as to the attitude the court should adopt 
where the prisoner offers to forego a pecuniary advantage if 
it istaken into consideration by the court in assessing the sentence. 
It was suggested by counsel for O’Brien that the prisoner 
might be willing not to press his claim for compensation for illegal 
imprisonment against the Home Secretary, if his sentence were 
reduced by a substantial period. The court, however, declared 
that such a suggestion savoured of bargaining with the court and 
could not be considered. This strikes, in principle at any rate, 
at an unfortunate practice now very common in our petty 
sessional courts, and sometimes even in courts of quarter sessions 
dealing with indictable offences. Where an accused person has 
defrauded the prosecutor of large sums of money, the bench is 
very apt to adjourn the case, after conviction or plea of guilty, 
in order to“* give the prisoner an opportunity of making restitu- 
tion.” The implication, of course, is that a light or nominal 
sentence will be passed if the prisoner’s friends come forward 
and make good his defalcations. The result is to put parents 
and relations in a very cruel and embarrassing situation. For 
often, in order to save a son or brother or sister from a severe 
sentence, relations strip themselves of all their savings, and 
even incur obligations to lenders of money who help them : 
private sentiment and public opinion practically force this— 
often quite useless—sacrifice on a family already sufficiently 
burdened by having the shame and maintenance of a ne’er-do- 
well member on their hands. In fact, the system savours of 
blackmail, and ought never to be adopted by justices except in 
very unusual circumstances. The severe condemnation of this 
kind of ‘‘ bargaining about justice” by Mr. Justice DARLING 
should have a salutary effect. 


Holding Over and the Rent Restriction Acts. 


A NOVEL point, on the Rent Restriction Act, 1920, arose in 
Felce v. Hill, 1923, W.N. 235. It is now clear law that, on the 
expiry of a fixed term, the tenant of a protected house is entitled 
to remain on asa statutory tenant. But it is not quite clear that 
the parties are bound to accept this arrangement : suppose the 
tenant simply “ holds over” and the landlord accepts rent, 
it is primd facie arguable that the tenant remains on, not qud 
statutory tenant under the Act, but at common law as a tenant 
from year to year. The point is very important. For, if the 
tenant is a statutory tenant as from expiry of the term, then the 
landlord can give notice to increase rent without giviag notice to 
quit : Shuter v. Hersh, 1922, 1 K.B., 438, and Newell v. Crayford 
Cottage Society, 1922, 1 K.B. 656. But if the tenant is deemed to 
have‘‘ held over,” and remains on as & common law tenant from 
year to year, then he is not yet a statutory tenant and does not 
become one until a notice to quit terminating at the end of the 


year on which the tenancy commences has been given him. The 
effect of this is that the landlord must not only give notice to 
quit, before he can exercise his statutory power of raising the 
rent, but he cannot do it until two years have expired. Apart 
from reasons of natural justice and equity, however, this latter 
construction of the situation is inconsistent with one of the 
necessary implications of the Act. For“‘ holding over” and the 
creation of a tenancy from year to year is based on a bargain 
inferred from the conduct of landlord and tenant. Since the 
landlord can turn out the tenant or retain him, he has a right of 
“ election,” and he is presumed to have elected to retain him the 
moment he accepts rent. But under the Rent Restriction Acts 
he has no such right of election, for he cannot turn out the tenant, 
but must retain him nolens volens: hence no presumption arises 
from his acceptance of rent or tacit tolerance of the holding over. 
The Court of Appeal, affirming the Divisional Court, accepted 
this view of the Act, and held that there was a statutory tenancy, 
not a tenancy from year to year. 


Accident in the Course of Employment. 


PERHAPS THE most daring attempt yet made to extend the 
class of accidents “ arising out of and in the course of employ- 
ment ”’ is to be found in the very recent appeal of Upton v. Great 
Central Railway Co., ante, 765. Here a workman, employed by 
a railway company, had finished his work and gone to the station 
to take atrain home. He had to run in order to catch the train ; 
the platform was wet ; he fell, injured his knee, and in conse- 
quence of the injury died from supervening septicemia. His 
widow claimed compensation on the ground that—(1) it was part 
of hisduty to‘his employers to come to and return from his place of 
work; (2) this he could only do conveniently by train; (3) he was 
obliged to run or walk fast to catch the train; (4) the accident 
arose from this obligation to run: hence, (5) it was an accident 
“ arising out of ” and “‘ in the course of the employment.” The 
foregoing sentence is our pharaphrase, of course, of the arguments 
actually employed, which were based on the three well-known 
leading cases of Thom v. Sinclair, 1917, A.C. 127; Dennis v. 
White, 1917, A.C. 479; and Hunter v. Sumner, 14 Butterworth 
W.C.C. 327. These cases, especially the last, go a long way 
towards imposing on employers liabilities for accidents occurring 
during employment; but none of them goes so far as to suggest 
that an accident due to a workman’s eagerness to catch a 
particular train home is fairly imputable to his employment ; 
and the Court of Appeal emphatically declined so to extend the 
rule. 


Musical Copyright. 


THE DEcISION of AstBuRY, J.,in Austin v. Columbia Graphophone 
Company, Lid., Times, 25th ult., reportedselsewhere, shows that 
there may be copyright in a combination of ideas, method and 
system resultingin the manufacture of a new work out of an old 
work. The plaintiff had adapted and harmonised certain airs, taken 
from an opera some 200 years old, and unsuitable for stage produe- 
tion, and the tunes so evolved were set to a book of words suited to 
a modern audience. The defendant company caused an orchestra 
score to be prepared by another skilled musician for reproduction 
on the gramophone. The plaintiff alleged that the defendants 
had infringed his copyright. A great deal of highly technical 
evidence was given, and many interested listeners were taken 
through a labyrinth of musical phraseology, accompanied, 
intermittently, by vocal illustrations. The composer of the 
defendants’ score made use of the score of the original opera in 
the course of his investigations at the British Museum, but he 
was also familiar with the opera in its current form. His lordship, 
in the course of his judgment, referred to authorities in support 
of the proposition that there was copyright in an arrangement 
of previous music which amounted to a new work (see, ¢.g., 
Leader v. Purday, 7 C.B.4). He held that the plaintiff was 
entitled to copyright in his music, and that the defendants had 








taken a substantial portion of his work and had infringed his 
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copyright. He therefore granted an injunction against the 
defendants. It would hardly seem possible for anyone to have 
carried out the obvious requirements of the defendant company 
without, to some extent, however inadvertently, encroaching 
upon the plaintiff's work. Clearly that section of the public 
which had heard the opera would, in buying a gramophone record, 
require a selection which would agreeably remind them of the 
Opera as they had heard it; while those who had not previously 
attended the opera would undoubtedly, when buying one of these 
records, expect to obtain something illustrative of the opera in 
the modern form, in which they would expect to hear it at the 


theatre. 








‘rane > re ~ 
Increase of Rent, &c. Act, 1920. 
Assignability of a Statutory Tenancy. 


Two cases of first importance came before the Divisional Court 
on 12th July last. They raised a question under the Rent Act, 
1920, w hich has bee n much agitated, but has not been previously 
determined in a reported decision of a superior court. The court 
determined that a statutory tenant, that is to say, a tenant whose 
contractual tenancy had terminated and who claimed to retain 
possession under the Rent Act, was entitled to assign his rights, 
so that his assignee should in his turn be able to enjoy the 
privileges granted to tenants under the Act, if by the terms of his 
contractual tenancy he could have assigned his rights under it 
while that was in force 

In the first case, Keeves v. Dean, reported elsewhere, and see 
ante, p. 740, the landlord claimed possession of a house of which 
he alleged that the defendant had taken wrongful possession. 
The premises had been assigaed to the defendant by the statutory 
tenant, and the Divisional Court, reversing the decision of the 
county court judge, held that there was nothing in the Act to 
prevent a statutory tenant from assigning his tenancy. In the 
second case, Nunn v. Pelligrini, reported elsewhere, the statutory 
tenant, who carried on a business on the premises in which he 
lived, sold his business and stock-in-trade and assigned his tenancy 
of the house to the defendan 

A question arose as to the efficacy of the assignment, it not 
being by deed, but the court held that it was a case in which a 
court of equity would decree specific performance and that 
therefore the assignment was effective. The county court judge 
further held that the statutory tenant could assign, and his view 
was confirmed by the Divisional Court. 

In arriving at this decision the court observed that the case of 
Parkinson v. Noel, 1923, 1 K.B. 117, which had decided that a 
statutory tenancy was property of the tenant within the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1914, s. 167, which passed to the tenant’s 
trustee in bankrupte y, was the only case which threw any light 
on the matter. The court, however, pointed out that this case 
was of but little assistance, for the tenant clearly possessed a 
valuable right, inasmuch as s. 15 (2) of the Rent Act inferentially 
allowed the tenant to receive a sum from the landlord for giving 
up possession. 

In the opinion of the court it was nec ssary, therefore, to look 
at the Act itself and try to gather from it whether the right to 
assign a statutory tenancy was conferred by it. Section 15 was 
the relevant section. That provided, inter alia, that a tenant who 
by virtue of the provisions of the Act retained possession of any 
dwelling house to which the Act applied should, so long as he 
retained possession, observe and be entitled to the benefit of the 


terms and conditions of the original contract of tenancy, so far 
as the same were consistent with the provisions of the Act. 
Those words meant that the tenant had to observe and was 
entitled to the benefit of, all the terms and conditions, express 
or implied, in the contractual tenancy. 

There might be in the contract a condition against assigning 


or limiting the tenant’s right to assign. If there were such a 
condition, the tenant would be bound to observe it, as well during 





the statutory, as during the contractual, tenancy. But if there 
were no such condition, there would be an implied term that the 
tenant was entitled to assign ; and just as the tenant was obliged 
to observe a term which forbade him to assign, so he was entitled 
to the benefit of a term which entitled him to assign—aunless such 
a term could be said to be inconsistent with the provisions of the 
Act. The court found no provision in the Act forbidding assign- 
ment, and having regard to the decisions which seemed to show 
that the rights of a statutory tenant were not confined to the 
mere personal right of occupation, the court came tothe conclusion 
that a statutory tenant had a right to assign his tenancy, if he 
had a right so to do whilst a contractual tenant. 

It will be recalled that s. 15 (2) of the Act provides that a 
tenant retaining possession by virtue of the Act,“ shall not as a 
condition of giving up possession ask or receive the payment of 
any sum, or the giving of any other consideration, by any person 
other than the landlord,” and it may yet have to be argued 
whether a tenant offends against that sub-section if he demands 
from his assignee any consideration for assigning his statutory 
ARCHIBALD SAFFORD, 


tenancy. 


If. 

We have also received the following discussion of the point 
in question :— 

Inasmuch as the Rent Restriction Law still in force came into 
existence in all essentials with a statute of 1915, it seems primd 
facie extraordinary that a case should only now for the first time 
have reached the High Court raising the naked point whether 
or not a statutory tenant can assign hisinterest. Yet a Divisional 
Court, composed of Sankey and Satrer, JJ., has just had this 
point before them in two cases tried together : Keeves v. Dean and 
Nunn v. Pelligrini. The former was an appeal from the judge of 
the Croydon County Court, who had held that the tenant has no 
such right under the terms of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage 
Interest (Restriction) Act, 1920. The latter was an appeal 
from the judge of Ipswich County Court, who held that he had 
such a right ; but in this latter case subsidiary questions were 
also raised. Thus, eight years after this series of statutes came 
into operation, we find two experienced county court judges 
interpreting them in diametrically opposite senses. The Divisional 
Court upheld the view of the latter, namely that a statutory 
tenant—unless debarred by the existence of a covenant forbidding 
assignment—can assign his statutory interest in the premises as 
freely as he could have assigned his common law interest, had it 
not expired. 

Now, at first sight, the matter does not seem very doubtful. 
Indeed, most commentaries on the statute assume without 
discussion the existence of a right to assign. In favour of this 
view are two obvious interpretations of familiar sections in the 
Act. The first of these is to be found in the Definition Clause, 
12 (1) (/), which declares that ‘‘ the expressions ‘ landlord,’ 
‘ tenant,’ ‘ mortgagee ’ and ‘mortgagor ’ include any person from 
time to time deriving title under the original landlord, tenant, 
mortgagee or mortgagor.” Surely, then, the assignee of a tenant 
(not debarred by covenant from assigning) is a‘‘ person deriving 
title from the original tenant,’ and is therefore entitled to the 
benefit of statutory protection! A little reflection, however, 
shows that this is perhaps not quite so obvious as it seems. 
For the “ original ”’ tenant is not, as such, a statutory tenant at 
all; he only becomes one if he remains on under the pro- 
visions of the Act after his common law interest has terminated 
by expiry of time, notice to quit, or surrender. It is plausibly 
arguable, therefore, that the assignee of a statutory tenants 
interest is not a‘ person deriving title from the original tenant ’ 
as such, but from the same individual in a different capacity. 
The assignee of a tenant before he becomes a statutory tenant 
would be protected, on this interpretation, but not the assignee of 
the same tenant after he has converted his status into that of a 
statutory tenant. This contention is certainly quite plausible, 
and it requires some careful consideration of the sections and 
purpose of the Act to decide whether or not it is sound, 
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Again, the contention at the first blush seems equally incon- 
sistent with the very important s. 15 (1), of which the rubric is 
“Conditions of Statutory Tenancy,” and which is in these 
terms: “‘ A tenant who by virtue of the provisions of this Act 
retains possession of any dwelling-house to which this Act applies, 
shall, so long as he retains possession, observe and be entitled to 
the benefit of all the terms and conditions of the original contract 
of tenancy, so far as the same are consistent with the provisions of 
this Act, and shall be entitled to give up possession of the dwelling- 
house only on giving such notice as would have been required 
under the original contract of tenancy, or, if no notice would 
have been required, on giving not less than three months’ notice.” 
From the phraseology of this sub-section the following results 
seem to follow :— 
(1) A statutory tenant is to be entitled to‘ 
conditions of the original tenancy.”’ 
(2) One of these terms is the implied condition that he may 
assign in the absence of a restrictive covenant. 
(3) Therefore he is at liberty to assign. 
But against this apparently conclusive inference it may be 
contended with some force :— 
(1) A statutory tenant only is entitled to the benefit of the 
terms and conditions of the original tenancy so long as he 
retains possession of the premises.” 
(2) He ceases to“ retain possession ”’ of the premises when he 
assigns them. 
(3) Therefore the assignment ipso facto puts an end to his 
right to the benefits of the Act. 
(4) Therefore it equally puts an end to the rights of any 
person‘ deriving title from him,” e.g., his assignee. 
We have set out the pros and contras on the interpretation of 
s. 15 (1) in numerical logical order because in this way the difficulty 
of construing the sub-section becomes clearer than it otherwise 
might be. The reply to the crux thus raised seems to be found, 
and was found bythe Divisional Court, in the words we have 
italicised above, ‘ so far as the same are consistent with the 
provisions of this Act.” In other words, an implied right to 
assign—where no covenant against assignment exists—is to be 
read into a statutory tenant’s interest if it is consistent with the 
provisions of the Act. To negative such right of assignment it 
must be shown that there is some provision of the statute with 
which it is inconsistent, or else that it defeats the general purpose 
of the Act as a whole. . It is not possible to set up any one such 
contradictory provision in the Act. Nor can it be said that the 
general purpose conflicts with the continuance of a statutory 
tenant’s interest to his successor. For it must be remembered 
that under the Act of 1920 the premises, if let unfurnished at all, 
must remain bound by the restrictions imposed by the Act. In 
order to escape them, a landlord who recovered the premises had 
either (1) to let furnished, or (2) to reconstruct the premises into 
separate tenements, or (3) tosellthem. But thisis altered by the 
new Restriction Act. 
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all the terms and 








Powers and the Law of Property 
Act, 1922. 


(Continued from p. 762.) 
II. 

The New Arrangement of Powers.—To turn now to the new 
arrangement of powers made by the Law of Property Act. Of 
“power” there is no definition, and for that we must go to 
Judicial decision and the text-books. “A power is an authority 
teserved by, or limited to, a person to dispose, either wholly or 
partially, of real or personal property, either for his own benefit 
or that of others. The word is used as a technical term, and is 
distinct from the dominion which a man has over his own estate 
by virtue of his ownership.” Farwell, 3rd ed., p. 1; Re Arm- 
strong, 17 Q.B.D. 521; Freme v. Clement, 18 Ch. D. 499, 504; 
Tremayne v. Rashleigh, 1906, 1 Ch. 681, 688. Hence we have to 
bear in mind that “ power,” as hitherto understood, is 











distinct from property, and that the jus disponendi, which a man 
has as part of the bundle of rights which make up ownership, is in 
a different category from the jus disponendi which he has apart 
from ownership. The latter is a power; the former is an 
incident of property. But we may find that this use of the term 
is departed from in the Act. 

1. The Objects of Powers.—In the classification of powers 
which, following the books, we have given above, class 3—the 
Objects of Powers—should properly come first, and the new 
arrangement of powers in the Law of Property Act, 1922, starts 
by recognizing this. It first mentions the powers to which it 
applies and describes themaccording to their objects; .i.e,it applies 
to‘ every power of appointment over, or power to convey or charge 
land or any interest therein”: s. 1 (5). Remembering that 
“convey” includes “‘ mortgage ” and “ lease,” s. 188 (16), we 
see that this is an exact enumeration of (1) powers to give beneficial 
interests ; (2) power to change the nature of the property ; #.e., by 
sale or mortgage ; and (3) power to manage ; 7.e., by letting. 

2. Legal and Equitable Powers.—Then, as to class 1, the 
Statute of Uses is gone, and we should be left, as already pointed 
out, with statutory powers and equitable powers ; but instead of 
this, we have the new division of legal powers and equitable 
powers. Legal powers are defined negatively in s. 1 (5): they 
are powers vested in a legal mortgagee or chargee by way of legal 
mortgage, or in an estate owner in right of his estate and 
exercisable by him or by another person on his behalf; and all 
other powers, whether created by a statute or other instrument 
or implied by law, are equitable powers. In the definition 
clause—s. 188 (14)—this process is reversed. Legal powers are 
defined positively ; they are powers vested in a chargee by way 
of legal mortgage or in an estate owner under which a legal estate 
can be transferred or created. And equitable powers are all 
powers which are not legal powers ; though it is added by way 
of explanation that they are powers under which equitable 
interests or powers can be transferred or created. The intro- 
duction here of the word “ powers ”’ is curious, for the general 
rule is that a power cannot be exercised by creating a power, 
since this is a delegation of the first power: Williamson v. Farwell, 
35 Ch. D. 128. 

It seems that legal and equitable powers should have been 
defined once only; or if, for convenience, the definitions are 
given twice over, they should have been given in the same 
terms. But the effect can, perhaps, best be discovered by taking 
some examples. It will be noticed that equitable powers may 
include powers created by statute. The power of a legal mort- 
gagee—i.e., a mortgagee by demise—to convey the fee simple 
is classed as a legal power in s. 1 (5), but is not expressly men- 
tioned in s. 188 (14). Perhaps it is assumed in the latter place 
that it is a power vested in an estate owner under which a legal 
estate can be transferred. But the real question appears to be, 
what is meant by the twin phrases—power vested in an estate 
owner in right of his estate: s. 1 (5); and power vested in an 
estate owner under which a legal estate can be transferred or 
created : s. 188 (14) ? Do these expressions include, for example, 
the power of a tenant for life to sell and convey the fee simple ? 
The legal fee simple will be vested in him and he can accordingly 
convey it. But this is no good unless he can convey it free from 
the equitable interests of the remaindermen, and this he cannot 
do in right of his estate, but only under the statutory powers 
of the Settled Land Acts. On the other hand, although the 
power is not vested in the tenant in right of his estate : yet it 
is a power vested in an estate owner (the tenant for life) under 
which a legal estate (the fee simple) can be transferred. So it 
might be an equitable power under s. 1 (5), and a legal power 

under s. 188 (14). 

The above is based upon the supposition that the term 
‘‘ power ” is used in the Act in its present sense of a power of 
disposition not incident to property ; that is, a power of disposing 
of property which belongs to someone else. But in fact the 
statute seems to use “ power” in a new meaning as including 
the power of disposition which is incident to property. Thus 
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under s. 1 (5) a power to convey land vested “in an estate owner 
in right of his estate and exercisable by him or by another person 
in his name and on his behalf’ would appear to refer to the 
power of disposition incident to the legal estate, whether it is 
exercised by a beneficial owner or not. In this view a tenant for 
life conveys in right of his estate, and in that right confers a 
legal estate upon the purchaser, though the full effect of the power 
in over-riding equitable interests depends on the provisions of 
the Settled Land Acts. And this view, which seems necessary 
in order to give effect to the words “ in right of his estate,” is 
confirmed by the expression “‘exercisable by another person in 
his name and on his behalf.’ This refers to various provisions 
of the Law of Property Act, 1922, under which conveyances 
can be made in the name and on behalf of an estate owner : see 
ss. 21, 29, 30; Underhill’s Law of Property Act, 1922, p. 56. 
Thus, under s. | (5) any power which operates on the legal estate, 
whether exercisable by the beneficial owner as an incident of his 
property, or by a person who has the power without the property, 
is @ legal power ; and none the less that, in transferring the legal 
estate, it has by statute the effect of overriding equitable 
interests. This construction seems to avoid disagreement 
between the negative definition of legal powers in s. 1 (5) and the 
positive definition in s. 188 (1 +). Under the latter definition, 
as we have shewn, a legal power is a power vested in an estate 
owner under which a legal estate can be transferred or created. 
Thus, under both definitions, a legal power is a power, whether 
incident to beneficial ownership or not, which operates on the 
legal estate. All powers which do not operate on the legal estate 
must operate on the equitable interest only. ; that is, as s. 188 
(14) says, they are powers under which equitable interests only 
can be created 

Thus in lieu of the old division of Powers according to their 
origin into Powers at Common Law; Powers under the Statute 
of Uses; Statutory Powers; and Equitable Powers, we have 
Legal Powers and Equitable Powers, the former operating on 
the legal estate and also, in certain cases, overriding equitable 
interests; the latter affecting equitable interests only. For 
example, the powers of a tenant for life, and a mortgagee, and 
an executor to sell are all legal powers. An administrator will 
be a trustee for sale and will sell, like other trustees for sale, 
under the trust and not by virtue of a power. So the power ofa 
tenant for life to lease is a legal power. But his power under 
the settlement to create a jointure rent-charge or to appoint 
the land to his children is an equitable power. 

3. Powers Collateral and Appendant.—-There remains the second 
division of powers into collateral, appendant, and so on, but to 
see how far it applies under the new system is rather a matter of 
curiosity than of practical importance. In general legal powers 
will be powers appendant. The person exercising these will 
have an estate in the land, and they are appendant to that estate. 
But as regards equitable powers it is possible that the old 
classification and the old terms can still be used if they are found 
to have any meaning. More probably, however, the classification 
will drop out of the books, and we shall be left with a two-fold 
first, according to their object—to appoint, 
and secondly, according to 
their operation on legal estates or on equitable interests. 


division of powers ne 
to sell or mortgage, or to manage ; 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
House of Lords. 


FOOD CONTROLLER ». CORK. 25th July. 
CrowN—Priority OF DEBTS—INSOLVENT COMPANY—PAYMENT 
pari passu-——PREROGATIVE EXTINGUISHED—COMPANIES (Con- 
SOLIDATION) Act, 1908, 8 Edw. 7, c. 69, ss. 186, 209. 


The rule in bankruptcy that Crown debts have no claim to 
priority of payment other than is given by statute oblains equally 
under the statutes now in force in the case of a winding up of an 
insolvent company. In both cases the Crown’s prerogative right 
of priority of payment is extinguished. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal reported 
under the title of Re Webb & Co., 1922, 2 Ch. 369, 66 Son. J., 438, 
and raised an important point with regard to the priority of 
Crown debis in the winding up of an insolvent company. Under 
the New Ministries and Secretaries Act, 1916, and certain regula- 
tions made under the Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act, 
1914, the Food Controller appointed H. J. Webb & Co. (Smith- 
field, London) Limited, hereinafter called ‘‘ the company,” 
to be his agents for the sale of frozen rabbits imported from 
Australia and New Zealand by the Board of Trade, the company 
being authorised to collect the money from the buyers and hand 
it to the Food Controller, less an agreed commission. The 
company sold and delivered to various customers frozen rabbits 
received from the Food Controller, and were paid for them, 
but they did not pay to the Food Controller the whole of th: 
sums due to him under the agreement. On 19th July, 1920. the 
company being then insolvent went into voluntary liquidation, 
and at that date it was indebted to the Food Controller in the 
sum of £9,689 5s. 10d. The Food Controller as a creditor of 
the company lodged a proof in the winding up for that amount 
and claimed from the respondent, -as liquidator, payment in 
priority to all other creditors by virtue of the prerogative of 
the Crown. The liquidator admitted the proof to rank for 
dividend, but contended that the debt was a commercial debt, 
and not a Crown debt, and could only rank pari passu with the 
other debts of the company. Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence 
held that the debt was a Crown debt, and that according to the 
decision in Re Henley & Co., 9 Ch. D. 469, the Crown did not 
lose its priority. The Court of Appeal reversed his decision, 
holding that Re Henley & Co. had ceased to be applicable, 
and that the Crown’s priority had been abroyzated by the Com- 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. The Food Controller now 
appealed to the House. 

Lord BIRKENHEAD gave judgment as follows: The question 
for decision is whether the admitted bankruptcy rule that Crown 
debts have no claim to priority of payment other than is given 
by statute obtains equally under the statutes now in force in the 
case of winding up an insolvent company. The trial judge 
decided that the Crown’s prerogative right of priority still exists 
in the case of the winding up of a company though extinguished 
in the case of bankruptcy. The Court of Appeal decided that 
the effect of the statutes now in force is that the rule is the same 
in both cases and that the Crown’s prerogative right of priority 
in the winding up of an insolvent company has been extinguished. 
I am of opinion that the decision of the Court of Appeal was 
right, and that the appeal therefore fails. The matter is really 
concluded by the view which I understand that your lordships 
have formed of the joint effect of ss. 186 and 209 of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, for I think that the earlier Acts are 
only helpful to the history of the matter. It has been pointed 
out, and indeed is obvious, that these two sections are if con- 
sidered separately irreconcilable, for it is impossible at one and 
the same time to apply the property of the company in satisfaction 
of its liabilities pari passu and to allow the preferences permitted 
by s. 209. Obviously, therefore, the sections must be construed 
together, and the most harmonious construction must be evolved 
which the language and the evident intention of both will permit. 
The effect of s. 209 is to allow priority to specified Crown debts, 
to specified wages, and to workmen’s compensation. It necessarily 
follows that the yenerality of the language of s. 186 must. be 
supplemented and corrected by the particularity of the exceptions 
enumerated in s. 209. Still another conclusion would seem to be 
not less inevitable. At the time when the Act of 1908 hecame 
law it was fairly arguable that under the general law of prerogative 
and by virtue of various statutory provisions Crown debts were 
entitled to a general priority on the winding up of a company. 
No such claim can survive the particular enumeration contained 
in s, 209, for the Legislature has indicated the general principle 
in s. 186, namely, that the property is to be distributable part 
passu, but in s. 209 it enumerates certain exceptions which are to 
be admitted from the general rule already laid down. Among 
these exceptions are certain particular Crown debts. Iv would 
have been plainly impossible to adopt this form of legislation if 
it had been intended that other Crown debts should retain a 
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priority inconsistent alike with the general language of s. 186, 
and with the motive which led to the specification of admitted 
exceptions contained in s. 209. My decision therefore is based 
simply on inferences which seem to me to be necessary as to 
the effect of the clauses under consideration. The construction 
which I adopt makes it superfluous to embark upon any general 
consideration of the prerogative or of the difference between 
Crown debts as the term was used generations ago and that 
term in a changed age when it governs sums of money owing 
to the immense trading establishments which various government 
departments have been authorised to create. I mention, 
lest I should appear to have ignored it, the Irish case of Re 
Galvin, 1897, 1 Ir. R. 520, where Lord Chief Baron Palles pointed 
out in his judgment that there is a vital difference between 
the Irish and the English bankruptcy legislation in a very material 
respect, for the English Act provides that ‘‘ save as provided 
by this section all debts provable under the bankruptcy shall 
be paid pari passu,”’ and he added the observation that if any 
such provision had been part of the Irish bankruptcy law, he 
would have taken the view that the Crown had lost all priority 
for any debts other than that provided by s. 49 of the Irish 
Bankruptcy Act, 1872. I was somewhat surprised that the 
Attorney-General founded himself upon a decision which, rightly 
considered, reinforces the conclusion I have reached in the 
present. case. I move that the appeal be dismissed with 
costs. 

Lord ATKINSON, Lord SHAW and Lord WRENBURY gave 
judgment to the same effect, and Lord CARSON concurred.— 
CouNSEL: The Attorney-General (Sir Douglas Hogg, K.C.): 
the Solicitor-General (Sir Thomas Inskip, K.C.), Dighton Pollock 
and Roland Burrows; Sir John Simon, K.C., Montgomery, K.C., 
and Costello. Sottcrrors: Solicitor to the Board of Trade; 
F.C. Mathews & Co. 

[Reported by 8S, E. WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


RUSSELL v. RUSSELL. No.1. 23rd, 24th July. 
DivorcE—DIsPUTED PATERNITY OF CHILD—HUSBAND SLEEPING 
WITH WIFE DURING PossIBLE TIME FOR CONCEPTION 

EVIDENCE BY HIM THAT NO INTERCOURSE TOOK PLACE— 

ADMISSIBILITY—-EVIDENCE AMENDMENT Act, 1869, 32 & 33 

Vict. c. 68, s.*3. i 

A husband gave evidence upon his petition for divorce that, at a 
time when a child born to the respondent might have been conceived, 
he had slept with her for two nights, but that no marital intercourse 
had taken place. He alleged that he was not the father of the child. 


Held, that there was at one time a rule of law that a husband or 
wife might not give evidence, to bastardize the issue of the marriage, by 
showing that, when they had been together at a time at which conception 
might have taken place, there was no intercourse. Since the Evidence 
(Amendment) Act, 1869, however. which provides that in proceedings 
instituted in consequence of alleged adultery husbands and wives 
are competent witnesses, such a rule, if it still exists, is confined to 
cases where the legitimacy of a child is the issue, and cannot be 
extended to cases where the question to be decided is whether one of 
the parties to the marriage has committed adultery. 


Appeal from a decision of Hill, J. The parties were married in 
1918. In March, 1923, the husband obtained a decree nisi upon 
the ground of the finding of a jury that the wife had committed 
adultery with a man unknown. The wife had given birth to a 
child in October, 1921, of which the husband alleged that he was 
not the father, and he stated that no marital intercourse had 
taken place between himself and his wife since August, 1920, and 
that, although they had occupied the same bed for two nights in 
December, 1920, no intercourse or attempted intercourse had 
taken place upon that occasion. The wife appealed against the 
decree, the grounds of appeal being, inter alia, that, by the 
decisions in Rex v. Inhabitants of Reading, 1734, Cases Temp. 
Hardwicke, 79, Rex v. Rooke, 1752, 1 Wilson 340, and other cases, 
where husband and wife had had opportunities of access, it was 
not permissible for one of them to give evidence that no marital 
intercourse had taken place so as to bastardize the apparent 
offspring of the marriage. 

The Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord STERNDALE, M.R., said that, shortly, the question was 
whether, in a suit for divorce on the ground of adultery, evidence 
by the husband that there was no intercourse when the parties 
had admittedly occupied the same bed was admissible. If the 
husband were right in saying that there was no connexion at the 
material time, then the adultery was proved ; the inference was 
tresistible that the child was the child of another. To see whether 
that evidence was admissible, it was necessary to look at the 
history of the matter. Lord Mansfield, in Goodright dem. Stevens 
Vv. Moss, 1777, 2 Cowp. 591, said: ‘‘ The law of England is clear 
that the declarations of a father or mother cannot be admitted to 


bastardize the issue born after marriage. It is a rule founded in 
decency, morality, and policy that they shall not be permitted to 
say after marriage that they have had no connexion and therefore 
the offspring is spurious.’’ There were, no doubt, at one time 
objections to allowing that sort of evidence to be given ; but they 
first arose in the days when parties could not usually give evidence 
at all. But the matter had been changed by the different 
Evidence Acts, allowing parties, and later, husbands and wives, 
to give evidence, and in the Evidence (Amendment) Act, 1869, 
by s. 3 it was provided that: ‘‘ The parties to any proceeding 
instituted in consequence of adultery, and the husbands and 
wives of such parties, shall be competent to give evidence in such 
proceeding ...’’ That statute made a very important altera- 
tion. It allowed the parties in such proceedings to give evidence. 
That did not mean that they could give any sort of evidence ; 
they must be subject to the limitations and restrictions imposed 
upon other witnesses; their evidence must be upon matters 
within the issues and relevant to the issues of the trial. The 
evidence of the husband in this suit was clearly relevant to the 
issues. It was said that it was excluded by that statement of 
Lord Mansfield as being against ‘‘ decency, morality, and policy ” : 
that in such a case a husband should not be allowed, after 


| marriage, to deny that there had been connexion. He (the Master 


of the Rolls) could himself see no principle on which such evidence 
should be excluded. It was most certainly relevant. It was not 
necessary to refer to the string of cases cited for the appellant, 
for they were all cases in which the legitimacy of a child was the 
direct issue. There was no doubt that in the course of years the 
doctrine against admission of this kind of evidence had been 
modified ; to what extent it was not necessary to consider: but 
it seemed that it had always been applied: and was_ perhaps 
confined, to cases in which legitimacy of a child was the issue. 
That was not the direct issue here. Whether the child was 
affected or not, that was not the direct question here, and there 
seemed to be no authority to make the Court say that this 
evidence, primd facie relevant, should have been excluded. As 
regards its being against policy it was said that, if this evidence 
were admitted, any husband might repudiate a wife who had had a 
child by him, by denying that there had been intercourse ; but he 
(his Lordship) thought that men like that were rare, and besides 
there was the question of corroboration and the other evidence? in 
the case. As regards its being agatmst decency and morality, 
there was no denying that a great deal of the evidence given in 
the Divorce Court, though relevant and properly admissible, was 
positively loathsome, as, for instance, that given in most nullity 
cases. On the whole, the authorities did not seem to establish the 
doctrine of the inadmissibility of the evidence in question in cases 
which arose in consequence of an accusation of atuliery ; and if 
the doctrine were established in cases dealing with the legitimacy 
of children, it was not an exception which ought to be extended. 
It seemed to him (his Lordship) that the practice of admitting 
such evidence in a case like the present was not wrong, and the 
evidence was properly admitted. The appeal, therefore, failed 
and must be dismissed, with costs. 

WARRINGTON, L.J., delivered judgment to the sam: effect, and 
ScrutTon, L.J., agreed.—CouNsEL : Hastings, K.C., Cotes Preedy, 
Verteuil and J. O’Connor for the appellant ; Marshall Hall, K.C., 
Bayford, K.C., and Victor Russell for the respondent. SOLICITORS : 
Withers, Benson, Currie, Williams & Co. ; Taylor & Humbert. 

{Reported by G. T. WatrTrtgLD-Hayes, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


ELLIOTT v. BOYNTON. Sargant, J. 23rd February. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT—LEASE—FORFEITURE—BREACH OF 
CovENANT—MESNE PROFITS—NATURE OF—DATE FROM WHICH 
ASSESSABLE. 
Where possession and mesne profits have been decreed in an action 


by the landlord against the tenant for re-entry for breach of covenant, 


the mesne profits are assessable from the date of the writ in the action, 


| and not from the date of the breach of covenant giving rise to the 


landlord’s right to re-enter. 
Selby v. Browne, 1845, 7 Q.B. 620, applied. 


Summons to review Master’s certificate. The plaintiff by 
indenture of lease dated 3lst January 1918, demised to the 
defendant Boynton and one Dowsett a house for a term of 
fourteen years from the 25th December, 1917. The lease con- 
tained joint and several covenants by the lessees not to sub-let 
or part with the possession of the premises or any part thereof 
without the consent in writing of the lessor first had and obtained, 
but such consent was not to be unreasonably withheld in the case 
of a respectable and responsible person. The lease contained a 
proviso for re-entry which provided that if the rent was in arrear 
for twenty-one days or if there should be any breach or non- 
observance of any of the lessees’ covenants, it should be lawful 
“ for the lessor at any time thereafter into and upon the said 
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demised premises or any part thereof in the name of the whole 
to re-enter and the same to have again repossess and enjoy as 
in his former estate.”’ The plaintiff on 30th December, 1917, 
assented to an assignment of the lease to the defendant Boynton 
alone, and this was duly effected. At that time the plaintiff 
did not know that on three previous occasions the lessees had 
sub-let parts of the premises without asking for or obtaining 
his consent. After this date the defendant Boynton effected two 
further underlettings without licence. These breaches came to 
the knowledge of the plaintiff in March, 1922, and he issued 
his writ against the defendant and his underlessees in May, 1922, 
claiming possession and mesne profits. On the 26th June, 1922, 
was made for recovery of possession ayainst all the 
and it was further ordered that ‘ the plaintiff do 
recover against the defendant Boynton mesne profits to be 
assessed.”’ On the 18th December, 1922, the Master made a 
certificate assessing the mesne profits as from the date of the 
first breach of covenant on the 20th October, 1919. This was 
an application to review the Master’s certificate, claiming that 
mesne profits should only be assessed from the date of the writ 
by counsel. 

SARGANT, J., after stating the facts, said: It is 
the real rental value of the property exceeded the rent paid by 
the defendant Boynton. The Master has treated him as a tres- 
passer from the date of the first breach of covenant, and made him 
pay the real value of the property by way of mesne profits as 
from that date. The question is whether that is right. It seemed 
to him that there was an established practice stated in Woodfall's 
Law of Landlord and Tenant, 20th ed., p. 387, in a passage 
taken from Cole on Ejectment, p. 408, and supported by Hartshorne 
v. Watson, 1838, 4 Bing. N.C. 178, and Selby v. Browne, 18145, 
7 Q.B. 620, at p. 632, to the effect that a lease is only avoided as 
from the time of actual re-entry. Here it seems clear on the 
construction of the proviso for re-entry as well as on authority, 
that there is a continuing lease until advantage is taken of the 
breach giving rise to a right of re-entry. For the plaintiff a line 
of cases have been cited to the effect that a plaintiff is entitled 
to recover damages for trespass in respect of a period prior to 
the completion of the plaintiff’s title. These cases do not seem 
to be in point. They do not decide what date the trespass com- 
menced from. The only other case cited was Terrell v. Chatlerton, 

27 L.T.R. 621; 1922, 2 Che647. There the only point argued 

was whether there had been a breach of covenant, but at the end 
of their judgments, Warrington and Younger, L.JJ., after 
deciding that there had heen a breach, said the plaintiff was 
entitled to the relief asked for. That included mesne profits 
from the date of the breach. That would be a binding authority 
if the matter had been put before the court and decided after 
argument. ‘That clearly had not happened. In these circum- 
stances the judgment of the court cannot override the settled 
practice. I must declare that mesne profits are only payable 
from the date of the writ in the action.—CouUNSEL: Wilfrid 
M. Hunt; Greene, K.C., and Ashworth James. So Licrrors: 
Boulton. Sons & Sandeman; Williams & James. 


an order 
defendants 


admitted that 


{Reported by L. M, May, Barrister-at-Law. | 


AUSTIN v. COLUMBIA GRAPHOPHONE COMPANY. 
Astbury, J. 24th July. 

COMPOSITION—-CoMIC OPERA—ADAPTA- 

-INFRINGEMENT OF ORCHESTRATION BY 

GRAMOPHONE REcORDS—COMMON SOURCE OF INFORMATION— 

CopyRriGut Act, 1911, 1 & 2 Geo. 5, c. 46, s. 35. 

The plaintiff composed music for an opera which was an adaptation 
of an old play. The defendant company prepared an orchestral 
score from the same source, records of which they offered to the trade. 
The plaintiff complained that the defendant company were passing 
off these records as records of the plaintiff's music. 

Held, that the defendants had borrowed from the plain'iff’s work 
in a way which was more than mere coincidence, and had infringed 
the plaintiff's copyright. 


CopyrRIGHT—MUSICAL 
TION OF OLD PLAY 


This was an action against the Columbia Graphophone Company 
for an injunction to restrain the company from making, selling, 
publishing or otherwise disposing of any record by which the music 
arranged and composed by the plaintiff for the opera ‘“ Polly ”’ 
by John Gay might be mechanically performed or from otherwise 
infringing the copyright in such musical work. The plaintiff 
also sought an injunction to restrain the company from publishing 
or exhibiting an illustrated advertisement or poster headed 
‘Columbia Records of ‘ Polly,’ ”’ or from passing off records as 
records by means of which the plaintiff’s music for ‘‘ Polly” 
might be mechanically performed. The original opera of 
‘* Polly ” was written by Gay, and was first published in 1729, 
but it was never performed in Gay’s lifetime. The play as first 
published consisted of the text in ordinary prose with certain 
added lyrics, mostly folk songs, for which simple airs with an 
added bass were printed in an appendix, but no music was 
composed by Gay. An adaptation of the play was recently 





written by Mr. Clifford Bax, and was now being performed at the 
Savoy Theatre, and for this adaptation the plaintiff composed 
music which was original, though it partly incorporated th» airs 
contained in Gay’s appendix. The plaintiff alleged that the 
orchestration by Mr. Katelbey, the musical director of the 
defendant company, was based on the orchestration of the 
plaintiff’s music which he had prepared for the plaintiff’s approval. 
The plaintiff said that in taking the airs from Gay he had varied 
the nature of their application, and that in the orchestration by 
Mr. Katelbey the same thing had been done. The plaintiff 
had used nineteen of Gay’s airs, and he alleged that Katelbey 
had made use of eighteen of these and had transformed them into 
the same nature as the plaintiff’s version, and he claimed that 
the orchestration of these airs and the band parts which were 
prepared by Katelbey for the defendant company’s records were 
infringements of the plaintiff’s copyright. He also claimed that 
the defendant company’s advertisements were so framed as to 
lead purchasers to believe that the records were of the play 
** Polly,” as performed at the Kingsway theatre, and not of a 
separate production by the defendant company, and that they 
were passing off their records as records of the plaintiff’s music. 

Astrury, J., said that the defendants admitted that the 
plaintiff was the composer of the music of the present production 
of the opera “ Polly,” and the question was whether the 
defendants’ music was a new and original work based on Gay or 
whether it was an infringement of the plaintiff's copyright. 
Although there was no copyright in an idea, there was copyright 
in a combination of ideas, method and system making a new 
work. The Copyright Act, 1911, had extended the protection 
of copyright beyond what was previously given, and it app:ared 
from the cases cited as to musical copyright that there was copy- 
right in an arrangement of previous music which amounted to a 
new work: see D’Almaine v. Boosey, LY. & C. Ex. 478; Leader 
v. Purday, 7 C.B.4; Wood v. Boosey, L.R. 3 Q.B. 233: Boosey 
v. Fairie, L.R. 7 Ch. D. 317. The Copyright Act, 1911, had 
brought gramophone films within the law of copyright and the 
judgments in those cases applied here. Upon the whole he was 
of opinion that the plaintif€ was entitled to copyright in his 
music and that the defendants had taken a substantial portion of 
the plaintiff’s work and had infringed his copyright. The plaintiff 
therefore was entitled to an injunction to restrain the use of the 
defendants’ films and for delivery up of all films which had not 
been sold and an inquiry as to damages. The defendants must 
pay the costs of the action. A stay of execution would be 
granted if notice of appeal was given within tw&nty-one days.— 
COUNSEL: Luxmoore, K.C., and Maegillivray; Sir Duncan 
Kerly, K.C., and S. O. Henn Collins. Sottcrrors: Field, Roscoe 
and Co.; Withers, Benson, Currie, Williams & Co. 


LKeported by 3. B. Witttaus, Borrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division, 


Div. Ct. 13th July. 
TENANCY—W AETAER 


KEEVES v. DEAN; NUNN v. PELLEGRINI. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT—STATUTORY 
ASSIGNYABLE—INCREASE OF RENT AND MORTGAGES INTEREST 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920, 10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 17, s. 15. 
A tenant who, by reason of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage 
Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, has continued in possession as a 
slatulory tenant, is entitled to assign his statutory tenancy. 


Appeals from the Croydon and Ipswich County Courts. The 
question whether a statutory tenant is entilled to assign his 
statutory tenancy was raised in these two cases. The Divisional 
Court delivered one judgment in respect of them. Tho» facts 
were as follows :—In Keeves v. Dean the plaintiff (the landlord) 
commenced proceedings in the Croydon County Court against 
the occupant of a house at Thornton Heath. The premises 
had been assigned by the statutory tenant to the defendant, 
who claimed to be entitled to remain. The county court judge 
held that the statutory tenant could not assign the premises, 
and that the defendant was a trespasser and must deliver up 
possession. In Nunn v. Pellegrini the plaintiff was the owner 
of certain premises at Ipswich. The statutory tenant carried on 
business on the premises. He sold his business and purported 
to assign the business, the stock-in-trade and the house to the 
defendant. The plaintiff, on hearing of this, said that the 
plaintiff had no right to be on the premises, but the defendant 
claimed to be entitled to remain either as the tenant of the 
plaintiff by assignment, or as sub-tenant to the statutory tenant, 
and claimed the protection of the Act of 1920. It was contended 
that there had been no proper assignment of the premises. 
The county court judge held that the defendant was entitled 
to remain in possession of the premises, that a statutory tenant 
had the right to assign the premises, and that, if it were necessary 
for the assignment to be by deed, the court of equity would 
entertain an application for specific performance of the contract. 
By s. 15 of the Act of 1920 it is provided: ‘‘ (1) A tenant who 
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by virtue of the provisions of this Act retains possession of any 
dwelling-house to which this Act applies shall, so long as he 
retains possession, observe and be entitled to the benefit of all the 
terms and conditions of the original contract of tenancy, so 
far as the same are consistent with the provisions of this Act, 
and shall be entitled-to give up possession of the dwelling-house 
only on giving such notice as would have been required under the 
original contract of tenancy, or, if no notice would have been 
so required, on giving not less than three months’ notice ... ”’ 

SANKEY, J., delivering judgment, stated the facts and said 
that a number of cases had been cited on the question whether 
a statutory tenancy could be assigned, but there appeared to be 
no authority bearing directly upon the point. The only case 
throwing any light on the matter was that of Parkinson v. Noel, 
67 Sou. J. 184; 1923, 1 K.B. 117, where it was held that a 
statutory tenancy under the Act was property of the tenant 
within the meaning of s. 167 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, and 
passed to his trustee in bankruptcy. That case was not quite 
on all fours with the present case. In the present case it was 
necessary to look at the Act and to ascertain, if possible, whether 
a right to assign a statutory tenancy was thereby conferred. If 
it was conferred, it was conferred under s. 15, which provided 
that a tenant retaining possession should, while he retained 
possession, be entitled to the benefits and conditions contained 
in the original contract of tenancy, so long as they were consistent 
with the provisions of the Act. Those were, in his view, the 
materiai words in of of the present cases. They would mean 
that the tenant was entitled to the benefit of the terms and 
conditions of the original contract, whether express or implied. 
There might be in the original contract a condition against 
assigning, or a condition only entitling the tenant to assign with 
the consent of the landlord. But supposing that there were no 
such term or condition, there would be an implied condition that 
he was entitled to assign. No such condition existed in either of 
the present cases, and his lordshi, could not see anywhere in the 
Act that an assignment was forbidden by the Act or was incon- 
sistent with its provisions. The decisions seemed to show that 
the rights of a statutory tenant were not confined to the mere 
personal right of occupation, and, in his lordship’s view, a 
statutory tenant had the right to assign. The appeal in Keeves 
vy. Dean should therefore be allowed. As to Nunn v. Pellegrini, he 
agreed with the county court judge also on the second point that 
a court of equity would, if necessary, in the absence of a deed, 
grant specific performance of the contract to assign. That, appeal 
should, therefore, be dismissed. ; 

SALTER, J., delivered judgment to the same effect. The appeal 
in Keeves v. Dean was allowed and the appeal in Nunn v. Pellegrini 
was dismissed.—-COUNSEL: Oddy; A. H. King; C. E. Jones; 
W.R. Eiliston. Sowicirors: Peard & Son; F. Gowen, Croydon ; 
Bernard Pretty, Ipswich: Foyer, White, Borrett & Black for 
Westhorp, Cobbold & Ward, Ipswich. 

[Reported by J. L. Denison, Barrister-at-Law.] 


UELLENDAHL v. PANKHURST WRIGHT & CO. 
Rowlatt, J. 6th July. 
SALE OF GooDS—ACTION TO RECOVER PRICE OF GooDs— 
FOREIGN CURRENCY—DEPRECIATION—RATE OF EXCHANGE— 
DATE OF CONVERSION. 


In an action by a German subject for the balance of an account 
due for goods sold and delivered to the defendants in England the 
question arose (the original price being in marks) as to the date on 
which the rate of exchange at which the goods should be paid for 
should be fixed. 


_ Held, that the rate of exchange to be taken must be that prevail- 
ing on the date on which the debt became due and payable, and not 
that prevailing on the date of judgment in the action. 


Action under R.S.C. Ord. 14. This action was commenced by a 
German subject for the recovery of a sum of money due to him 
in respect of goods sold and delivered to the defendant company 
in England. ‘The original price was in marks, and, judgment 
having been given in favour of the plaintiff, the question arose 
whether the rate of exchange for conversion of the marks into 
sterling should be taken as that prevailing at the date when the 
debt became due or as that prevailing at the date of judgment 
inthe action. The value of the mark had depreciated considerably 
between those dates. The defendants appeared in person. 
Reference was made by counsel for the plaintiff to the following 
authorities : s.s. ‘‘ Celia” v. s.s. ‘‘ Volturno,” 1921, 2 A.C. 544; 
Cohn v. Boulken, 64 Sou. J. 636; Di Ferdinando v. Simon, 
Smits & Co., Ltd., 1920, 3 K.B. 409; Lebeaupin v. Richard 
Crispin, 64 Sou. J. 652, 1920, 2 K.B. 714; and Société des 
Hotels de Touquet Paris-Plage v. Cummings, 66 Sou. J. 269, 1922, 
1 K.B. 451. 

ROWLATT, J., delivering a considered judgment, said that the 
Weight of authority was clearly in favour of the contention that 
the rate of exchange to be taken was that prevailing at the date 





when the debt became payable. The decision in Cohn v. Boulken, 
supra, appeared to be based on a misconception of the effect of 
the decision in Scott v. Bevan, 2 B. & Ad. 78. In practice, the 
theory that the rate to be taken should be that prevailing at the 
date of the judyment would lead to great inconvenience, and it 
would not be in accordance with the principle adopted in cases 
of tort or breach of contract. If the defendants had been right 
in their contention, the date of the verdict and the date of the 
judgment would have been the correct date for conversion into 
English money, because the practice was formerly not to enter 
judgment until the first day of the term after the verdict had 
been obtained. In his lordship’s view there must be judgment 
for payment by the defendants at the rate prevailing on the date 
upon which the debt became due.—CouUNSEL: Richard O'Sullivan. 
SoLicirors : Cruesemann & Rouse. 

[Reported by J. L. DgeNIsON, Barr'ster-at-Law.] 
Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 
Division. 

WRIGHT v. WRIGHT AND BOOTHMAN. Horridge, J. 26th July. 
DIVORCE—HUSBAND’S SuItT—MARRIAGE BEFORE REGISTRAR AT 

GIBRALTAR, Gibraltar Ordinances, 1861, s. 28, 7 Will. 4, c. 86, 

s. 38. 

A marriage celebrated before a registrar at Gibraltar is sufficiently 
proved by production of a certified copy of the entry signed by 
the registrar. 

This was a husband’s suit for dissolution of his marriage on 
the ground of her adultery with the co-respondent named. 
The facts of the case were of no interest, but the marriage between 
the parties had been celebrated before a registrar at Gibraltar 
in 1904, and a certified copy of the marriage certificate signed by 
the Registrar had been filed. By an ordinance to regulate 
marriages in Gibraltar, 1861, s. 28, it is provided that ‘ All the 
provisions and penalties of an Act of 7 Will. 4, intituled * An Act 
for regulating births, deaths and marriages in England,’ relating 
to any registrar or register of marriages or certified copies thereof 
shall be taken to extend to the marriage registrar and the register 
of marriages under this ordinance, and to the certified copies 
thereof so far as the same are applicable thereto.”’ The Act of 
7 Will. 4, c. 86, s. 38, provides that all certified copics of entries 
purporting to be sealed or stamped with the seal of the register 
office shall be received as evidence of the marriage to which the 
same relates, without any further or other proof of such entry. 

HorRIDGE, J., held that the marriage was sufficiently proved. 
CouNSEL: Herbert Metcalfe (for petitioner); 7’. Bucknill (for 
respondent). Soxitcrrors: F. G. Evan Jones (for petitioner) ; 
John Hill & Son (for respondent). 


[Reported by C. G. TALBOT-PONSONBY, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Che Discipline Committee. 
J 

At a meeting of the Committee of the Law Society, held in 
their hall in Chancery Lane, on 30th July, Sir Charles Longmore 
presiding, it was ordered as follows : 

That Reginald Blair Trenfield, formerly of Chipping Sodbury, 
near Bristol, be struck off the Roll of Solicitors, as he had been 
convicted on his own confession at the Gloucester Assizes on 
28th October, 1922, of fraudulently converting to his own use 
various sums of money which had been entrusted to him by a 
client, and had been sentenced to twelve months’ imprisonment, 
with hard labour. 

That Gerald Herbert Woodhouse, a solicitor, of Hull and 
Bridlington, be struck off the Roll because of his having been 
convicted of an indecent offence ; but, in this case, the Committee 
expressed the opinion that as no professional relationship of 
solicitor and client existed between the parties, and as, moreover, 
the respondent had served as an officer with distinction during 
the war, there might come a time when, and circumstances in 
which, the respondent might properly apply to have his name 
restored to the Roll. 


Mr. W. Addington Willis, 1, King’s Bench-walk, in a letter 
to The Times (30th July) says :—A plaque, bearing the name 
and shield of the City Corporation and the words, ‘* Site of 
the Cock Tavern, established 1549,” has been attached to a 
building on the south side of Fleet-street, east of the Inner Temple 
Gateway. Hitherto, it has been generally recorded by historians 
that the original Cock Tavern stood on the north side of Fleet- 
street, close to Temple Bar and on part of the land now occupied 
by the Law Courts branch of the Bank of England. Izaak 
Walton’s shop is said to have been in close proximity. If the 
City Fathers have discovered information which negatives 
all previous records it would be interesting to have it published, 
If they have made no such discovery it would be equally interest- 
ing to know why they have removed their neighbour’s landmark, 
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In Parliament. 
New Statutes. 





the Commission. There are women on 127 Borough Commissions, 
and on the Commissions of ninety-five boroughs (mainly small 
boroughs) there are no women. The work of placing women 
upon all the Commissions is proceeding as opportunity offers, 
but like the appointment of magistrates generally, it necessarily 
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n 3ist July the Royal Assent was yiven to the following requires much care, and the question has to be considered upon 


Bills :— 
Bastardy, 
Housing, &c. (No. 2), 
Agricultural Holdings Acts (Amendment), 
Isle of Man (Customs), 
Railway Fires Act (1905) Amendment, 
Intoxicating Liquor (Sale to Persons under Eighteen), 
Public Works Loans, 
Railways (Authorisation of Works), 
East India Loans, 
Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions, 
Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, 
Agricultural Credits, 

and to a number of Provisional Orders and Local Bills. 


House of Commons. 


Questions. 
SHERIFFS’ OFFICERS (FEES). 

Mr. Leacu (Bradford, Central) asked the Attorney-General 
if the accounts of sheriffs’ officers concerned with County Court 
work and their charges for levying writs of fi. fa. are subject 
to audit by any Government Department ? 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Sir Douglas Hogg): Execution in the 
County Court is levied by the High Bailiff and his officers, and 
not by the Sheriff. The fees are those prescribed by the County 
Courts Fees Order, or ordered or allowed by the judge under that 
Order. In the majority of cases the State has no pecuniary 


each occasion in relation to the circumstances of the place 
concerned. (26th July.) 


COUNTY COURT OFFICIALS. 

Sir W. DE Frece (Ashton-under-Lyne) asked the Financial 
Secretary to the Treasury whether, in view of the anxiety among 
those concerned, he will state whether the Government hope to be 
able to introduce and pass in the Autumn Session the Bill carrying 
into effect the recommendations of the Rigby Swift Committee 
with respect to the pay and position of County Court officials ? 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I have been asked to reply. The 
Bill dealing with the pay and position of County Court officials 
will be introduced to-morrow, and it is hoped to take the remaining 
stages during the Autumn Session. 


LUNACY ACTS (ADMINISTRATION). 


Mr. R. RicHARDSON (Houghton-le-Spring) asked the Minister of 
Health if he is aware that the recent transfer of the Lunacy 
Department by Order in Council from the Home Office to his 
Department has had the result of throwing into abeyance many 
matters connected with legal sanction and the liberty of the 
individual ; and, in view of the fact that the scope of his Ministry 
does not extend to judicial investigation, will he consider the 
possibility of instituting a court of appeal for persons unjustifiably 
confined in asylums ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: The transfer of certain powers under the 
Lunacy Acts to the Ministry of Health by Order in Council under 
the Ministry of Health Act has not had the result suggested by 


erest iis c fees ¢ ‘ec é ic over oOo e “«. i ‘ 2 ig é ili ° 
interest, as the f ure paid over to the profit of the High Bailiff the hon. Member; the second part of the question does not, 


ov Registrar, and there is nothing to audit, though the books 
are examined and any improper charge would, of course, be 
reported to the Lord Chancellor. Where by arrangement the 
High Bailiff pays over part of the fees to the County Courts 


Department, the County Court Examiner checks the receipts 


to see that the proper amount is paid over. (25th July.) 


DETENTION WITHOUT TRIAL. 

Mr. LANsBuRY (Poplar) asked the Secretary of State for the 
Home Department how many persons other than Irish citizens 
were imprisoned without previously being charged before magis- 
trates or other Courts of Justice during the years 1920, 1921, 
1922, and 1923; and if he will inform the House under what Act 
of Parliament or official orders such persons were imprisoned 
without first being brought to trial ? 

The SecreTARY OF STATE FoR THE HOME DEPARTMENT 


(Mr. Bridgeman): I am not aware of any powers existing during 


the years mentioned under which any persons were or could 


have been imprisoned without being previously charged before 


magistrates except those special emergency powers under which 
the persons referred to were dealt with or the power under the 
Aliens Order, 1920, in the case of aliens awaiting deportation. 
Under the latter power the numbers of persons detained for the 
years mentioned were: 1920, 37; 1921, 43; 1922, 24; 1923 


(six months), 5. 


ROBATION ORDERS. 
Sir Roperr b wMAN (Exeter) asked the Home Secretary 


therefore, arise. (30th July.) 


Bills in Progress. 

25th July. Supply (19th Allotted Day) Colonial Office Vote. 

26th July. Supply (20th Allotted Day) Board of Trade Vote. 
Discussion of Treaty Charge, initiated by Sir John Simon. 

27th July. Education (Scotland) Bill—Read a Second time 
and committed to a Standing Committee. 

ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE BILL. 

The Attorney-General (Sir Douglas Hogg) in moving the second 
reading of this Bill referred particularly to clause 1, which deals 
with the holding of Assizes, and clause 2, which deals with trial 
by jury. As to the latter, he said that the object was, with a 
slight modification, to codify the pre-1914 practice, but which 
depended mainly on Rules of Court, and to put it into an Act of 
Parliament to render it essential for the future that the right to 
trial by jury should be maintained, and said :—* In the old days 
I suppose I have been in as many jury actions probably as most 
hon. Members, and I regard the method of trial by jury as a very 
valuable safeguard for the rights of the parties in any law suit, 
and I think the decisions which are arrived at by our method 
of trial by jury are probably the best approximations to absolute 
justice that have yet been achieved by any mode of jurisprudence, 
and it is in order to preserve that right and to put it outside the 
power of anyone except Parliament itself to take it away, that 
we have thought it right to extend it in the way I have described 
and make it part of the Statute law of the land. From the 


whether he will consider making special representations to those | notices on the Paper there seems to have been a misconception 


Courts which show a particularly low percentage of probation 
orders to cases, in order to impress upon such courts the import- 
ance of an increased use of probation and the appointment of an 
adequate number of probation officers, in view of the fact that 
the mere general circularisation of all courts has not produced 
a satisfactory result ? 

Mr. BRIDGEMAN : I will consider my hon. Friend’s suggestion. 


MAGISTRATES. 
_ Mr. Brant (Lambeth, North) asked the Home Secretary what 
is the number of men magistrates and women magistrates ; what 
is the number of magistrates’ benches in England and Wales ; 
and how many of these include no women among the magistrates ? 


Mr. BRIDGEMAN : It is impossible to state precisely the present 


number of magistrates. Since the passing of the Sex Disqualifica- 
tion (Removal) Act, 1919, 886 women have been appointed 
magistrates in England and Wales, but the Lord Chancellor has 
no knowledge how they are distributed among the several Petty 


Sessional Divisions. There are women upon the Commissions of | position. 


the Peace of fifty-nine counties, and there are two counties (Rut- 
land and the Liberty of Ripon) where there are no women upon 


about it. It is a difficult topic to discuss in the House, but I am 
prepared to say now that if anyone satisfies the Committee that 
it is the case that I am not right when I say this gives a bigger 
measure of right to trial by jury than exists at the moment, the 
Committee shall be perfectly at liberty, and there shall be a free 
vote whether the Clause stays in or comes out, and I think that 
is a fair offer.” 

Mr. Harney moved “ That this House declines to give a second 
reading to a Bill which permanently restricts the right of trial 
by jury.” He argued that up to the outbreak of the war, it was 
the absolute right of every litigant in this country to claim that 
questions of fact arising in his case should be determined by 4 
jury. This right was cut down, owing to the difficulty in getting 
juries, by the Juries Act ,1918. That for the first time introduced 
the discretion of the Judge into the matter, and three-fourths of 
the right were taken away. Now, he continued “ we are told, 
‘ By this Bill we are giving you back some portion of the three- 
fourths that was taken away.’ That will not do. We want 
back the three-fourths. We want a restoration of the pre-war 
My ingenious Friend has said, ‘Oh, but before the 
War you had your Rules Committee, and it was always in the 
power of the Rules Committee to cut away your right. Now 
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we have given you, it is true to a less extent, the right to a jury, 
but at all events we fix the right by Statute and are better in 
this way,'that while you had more before the War, that more was 
liable to be cut down without Parliamentary sanction. You 
have less now, but that less cannot be cut down.’ Even if 
that were a true statement of the case it would not satisfy Members 
who think like myself; but it is not a true statement of the 
position because, although by the Judicature Act the Rules 
Committee had power to alter the system of trial by jury, it 
could only do so by laying the Rules upon the Table of this 
House, and it was only after a certain period that these Rules 
acquired statutory effect.” And as to the working of the jury 
system, Mr. Harney said: “ All of us are apt to become slaves 
to the instrument through which we work. Judges are trained 
logicians, and you can only reach a logical conclusion by estab- 
lishing data as a basis on which to work. Evidence is given ; 
judges have to give reasons for their conclusions ; and therefore 
they must crystallise that evidence into definite facts proved. 
They can only operate by their mental training upon such portions 
of the evidence as are worth treating as definite facts. A jury- 
man says, ‘I know he did, or did not do it’ or something of 
that kind, and he is right, nine times out of 10. But if you 
said to the poor juryman ‘ Oh, that will not do. | You have to 
tell me how you got to that conclusion,’ he would say, ‘I am 
afraid I cannot tell you that.’ Then you would have to make 
sure that the conclusion was such as you could trace from the 
action of certain facts. There is the first thing. The next 
is that all of us are subject to pre-conceptions, all of us have our 
idiosyncracies. No single individual is capable of giving a 
thoroughly unbiassed view upon almost any question, and when 
you get a judge alone you will get a man with this danger. 
He is as liable to misconceptions as the rest of us, but he is 
cleverer than most of us; and therefore he can make the con- 
clusions that really are prompted by misconceptions appear 
very plausible and very sound. If you get 12 men into the 
jury box, however,there is a perpetual series of mutual correctives, 
one misconception is cancelling the other misconception; and 
what emerges out of a jury room on any given question is 
pretty well what is certain to emerge from almost any jury 
you could put into the box. My right hon. and learned Friend 
used an expression which I think was very advisable and proper. 
He said, ‘ Our system of jurisprudence is the nearest approxi- 
mation to justice.’ Approximation! We can never do more 
than get an approximation, and the best approximation to 
justice is what the rest of the community would do if they could 
get into one jury box. I think that 12 men sitting in a 
jury, box, give you as near as you can possibly yet what 
the rest of the community would do if you had them there.” 
The points were :—First, the pre-war position was absolute 
and unqualified right to a jury; second, the war position was 
the right to a jury if the judge thought it was a case fit for a 
jury, and, third, the position under the Bill was that there was 
aright to a jury unless the judge thought it was a case more fit 
for him. And Mr. Harney concluded : ‘‘ What I quarrel with is 
that whether you take the war position or the position as outlined 
under this Bill, for the first time in the history of British juris- 
prudence, you take away an absolute right and substitute for it 
some form of discretion. We are entitled to get back to the old 
absolute right and if the Attorney-General does not agree to 
that, I hope the House will vote in favour of my Amendment.” 

Captain Berkeley seconded the'Amendment, and after discussion, 
in which Sir Kingsley Wood, Sir Ryland Adkins, and Sir John 
Simon spoke in favour of restoring the pre-war practice, the 
Solicitor-General replied, and the Attorney-General interposed 
to say :—*‘‘ The promise I gave, and the promise which my hon. 
and learned Friend the Solicitor-General is repeating, was that 
if in Committee it turned out that the Committee is satisfied 
that this clause does not enlarge the existing rights of trial by 
jury, in other words, does not extend the existing law, then the 
Committee would be perfectly free, so far as the Government 
were concerned, to alter the clause.’’ 

The amendment was rejected by 149 to 92, and the Bill was 
read a Second time and committed to a Standing Committee. 








The Administration of Justice Bill. 
Trial by Jury in Civil Cases. 

The following is the clause of this Bill which defines the right 
to a jury’in civil cases :— 

2. Trial with jury in High Court.|—(1) The following pro- 
visions shall have effect in relation to the trial of causes in the 
High Court :— 

(a) In the case of proceedings in the Chancery Division the 
trial shall, unless it is otherwise ordered by the court or a 
judge, be without a jury : 

(6) The court or a judge may order the trial without a jury 
of any cause which immediately before the,commencement of 








the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873 [86 & 37 Vict., 
c. 66], could without the consent of the parties have been tried 
without a jury: 

(c) Any cause, not being a cause to which paragraph (a) or 
paragraph (b) of this section applies, in which there is a claim 
in respect of libel, slander, malicious prosecution, false imprison- 
ment, seduction or breach of promise of marriage shall, if any 
party thereto makes an application in that behalf, be tried 
with a jury: 

(d) Any cause, not being a cause to which paragraph (a), 
paragraph (b) or paragraph (c) of this section applies, shall, if 
any party thereto makes an application in that behalf, be tried 
with a jury, unless in the opinion of the court or a judge the 
cause is more fit to be tried without a jury : 

Provided that if on the trial of any cause, which has under 
paragraph (d) of this section been ordered to be tried with a 
jury, it appears to the judge that the cause is more fit to be 
tried without a jury, he may notwithstanding the previous 
order direct that the cause shall be tried without a jury: 

(e) Nothing in this section shall affect— 

(i) the right of any party under section twenty-eight of 
the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 [20 & 21 Vict., c. 85], to 
insist on having contested matters of fact tried with a jury ; or 

(ii) the right of an heir-at-law, cited to appear in or 
otherwise made a party to a probate action, to a trial with 
a jury if he makes an application in that behalf ; or 

(iii) the power of the court or a judge in a case to which 
section fourteen of the Arbitration Act, 1889 [52 & 53 Vict., 
c. 49], applies to make an order for the trial of a cause in 
manner provided by that section : 

(2) In this section the expression ‘* cause ”’ includes any action, 
suit, matter or other proceeding requiring to be tried. 








The Publication of Divorce 
Proceedings. 

The following is the Report of the Select Committee to whom 
the Matrimonial Causes (Regulation of Reports) Bill was 
referred :—- 

1. Your Committee have held ten sittings, and heard eleven 
witnesses, specially qualified to represent the legal, general, 
religious, press, and educational standpoints. The enquiry 
entrusted to your committee divides itself into three parts : 
firstly, whether any such Bill as the present is required ; if so, 
secondly, whether the present Bill is drawn on the right lines, or 
should be extended, limited, or varied in its scope ; and, thirdly, 
what legal procedure is most suitable to be effective. 

2. On the first question, while we accept with regret the 
evidence given to us that, owing to competition the press cannot 
come to any agreement among themselves for eliminating 
objectionable and unnecessary details from divorce and similar 
reports, we think legislation is needed. Sir Henry Duke, as 
President of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division, 
expressed the opinion that it # very desirable in the interests of 
morality that something should be done to curtail the un- 
scrupulous publication of indecent matter for purposes of gain, 
and expressed his very great doubt whether it is in the public 
interest that nullity proceedings should be reported in the 
manner they are. Sir Archibald Bodkin, the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, considered that the existing law is inadequate to 
deal with reports which unnecessarily encourage familiarity 
with what ought to be avoided, and in consequence take away 
half the horror of it. It probably did more harm than good, he 
stated, to institute a prosecution and fail to obtain a_ verdict 
because -in that case the subject of the prosecution obtained the 
imprimatur of the jury, and rather than risk this mischief he 
refrained from instituting proceedings. The Bishop of London, 
and other eminent witnesses representing religious communities 
and public societies, were strong advocates of restriction and 
called attention to the excessive amount of space devoted by 
some newspapers to nauseating divorce details and to the apparent 
powerlessness of the present law to prevent them. The President 
of the Institute of Journalists also laid great stress upon the 
volume of space allotted in some newspapers to these matters, 
worked up as a serial story, and its degrading influence upon the 
young and impressionable. The King’s Proctor, Sir John Mellor, 
thought the Bill went too far, but wished a distinction made 
between the general reports of matrimonial causes and the 
publication of indecent details, though he agreed it was a difficult 
task. Sir Ellis Hume-Williams, with many years’ experience of 
practice in the divorce court, advocated no change, and doubted 
whether these reports under consideration had any very active 
influence on public morality. Your Committee, as above stated, 
have come to the conclusion that legislation is required. The 
recent Russell case, and others not always in the divorce court, 
are standing proofs, in their opinion, that the existing law is 
insufficient. 
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3. In answering the second question, whether the present 
Bill is on the right lines or should be extended, limited or varied 
in its scope, several complex problems arise. It has sometimes 
been suggested that a simple solution can be found by empowering 
judges, at their discretion to forbid publication of any evidence 
or other part of the proceedings which they held to be injurious 
to public morals, under penalty of contempt of court, but 
apart from the likelihood of different judges taking different 
views, your Committee are satisfied from personal knowledge 
that this course in not in fact practicable, and that even if the 
power were granted, its exercise would prove precarious and 
spasmodic. 

1. Before going further, two outstanding essentials should be 
emphasized. One is the importance of publicity, which is a 
tradition and principle of British justice, and was broadly 
favoured by all the witnesses though they were not agreed on 
its value as a deterrent. Often it may be so; but with some 
human natures the tendency may be quite the reverse, when 
offenders are written up into “ heroes to be snap-shotted ” (as 
Sir A. Bodkin phrased it), and are placed on a kind of national 
pedestal. Sufficient publication, on the other hand, should be 
secured to act as a deterrent wherever it can, and also, which 
is a point to be remembered, to enable an injured party to free 
himself or herself from alleged blame. The other outstanding 
essential is the freedom of the press. But just as the freedom of 
the citizen is not wrongfully encroached upon by requiring the 
compulsory removal of a sanitary nuisance or by restricting the 
sale of poison, so the freedom of the press is not unjustly infringed 
by compulsory suppression of polluting details elaborated for 
purposes ot profit. 

5. The Director of Public Prosecutions considered that this 
Bill was quite in the right direction, adding that when once it 
is laid down that such things shall not be published, then all 
newspapers put upon a similar level. The Newspaper 
Proprietors Association, in a letter to your Committee, wrote 
that they saw no difficulty in giving effect to the provisions of 
the Bill as drawn, and that their Council could suggest no 
alternative method which would be an improvement on that 
proposed. It is within the knowledge of your Committee that 
eminent foreigners have expressed surprise that such latitude is 
granted to the press in Great Britain on this subject, and that 
some publications have come down to a level which is not per- 
mitted on the Continent. Evidence has also been adduced to 
your Committee that injury is done to British reputation, both 
in India and in the East, by reproductions in the vernacular 
ress of reports of divorce cases in Great Britain as typical of 
British life. From this and other evidence your Committee 
have formed the pinion that the Bill is framed on the right lines, 
and they believe that a large portion of the press would welcome 
it as such. 

6. We desire next to examine its terms more precisely 
with a view to its extension, limitation or variation. It is 
simplest, perhaps, to begin with clause 1, s-s. (1) (b) of the original 
Bill, referring to physiological details, etc., which may be 
roughly described as a general definition of indecency, slightly 
broader than the hitherto generally accepted test laid down by 
Lord Chief Justice Cockburn in Reg. v. Hicklin, in 1868. Sir 
Henry Duke approved of its wording as getting to the root of 
the matter. Sir A. Bodkin indicated one or two small and 
usefulamendments. There was very general unanimity in favour 
of extending this sub-section to cover the publication of reports 
of all judicial proceedings, and that. it ought not to be confined 
(as it is by the next three lines of the Bill) to proceedings for 
divorce, nullity, and judicial separation only. Besides these 
which are mentioned in the Bill it was considered that there were 
other classes of cases to the reports of which it was very desirable 
that restriction should also be applied. By this means a possible 
omission in the Bill would be incidentally rectified, inasmuch 
as proceedings on the prosecution of a person for publishing 
indecent matter would themselves become subject to restriction. 
It was affirmed to us that to enact this sub-section and apply it 
to all judicial proceedings is merely declaratory of the present 
law, and the witness representing the Newspaper Society (Pro- 
vincial Press), contended that the existing law was sufficient. 
Your Committee are of opinion that though the sub-section may 
contain little more than what is law to-day, it is material and 
cffective, especially in conjunction with an alteration in relation 
to summary procedure to be mentioned later (para. 10), and 
it has the advantage of giving more or less specific instructions 
to a news editor what is to be blue-pencilled out. It would 
more conveniently stand first—in front of (a)—in the original 
Bill. We have passed it in the following form and have amended 
the title of the Bill accordingly :—- 

“It shall not be lawful to print, circulate, or publish, or 
cause or procure to be printed, circulated, or published, (a) in 
relation to any judicial proceedings, any indecent matter or 
medical, surgical or physiological details, being matter or 
details the publication of which would be calculated to injure 
public morals or otherwise be to the public mischief.” 





7. This sub-section, however, does not by itself completely 
grapple with the wide publication of a ‘‘ mass of details, more 
suggestive than actually indecent,’? which was gravely com- 
mented on by the Royal Commission on Divorce in 1912. We 
have, therefore, given anxious consideration to the sub-section of 
the original Bill (clause 1 (1) (a) ) which limits the publication of 
reports of divorce, nullity and judicial separation cases (not 
other cases) to specified parts of the proceedings only. 

8. The evidence as to putting any special restriction on 
reports of these divorce and similar cases, in addition to the 
general restriction against indecency in all cases imposed by the 
sub-section just quoted above (para. 6), has been diverse. 
Sir E. Hume-Williams opposed any singling out of divorce court 
reports for special treatment, holding that it would be quite a 
mistake thus to destroy what he considered the deterrent of pub- 
lication. Sir John Mellor made the point that curtailment of 
divorce reports would to a considerable extent interfere with his 
obtaining information necessary for intervening in his official 
capacity as King’s Proctor, as people with local knowledge would 
be less likely to communicate with him; but he supplied figures 
which showed that the percentage of such interventions out of 
the total number of cases is quite a small one. Sir Archiball 
Bodkin, the Director of Public Prosecutions, said that he thought 
the names of the parties, the grounds on which the proceedings 
were brought, the particulars of any legal argument, and the 
finding of the jury (if any) and judgment of the Court, gave the 
public quite sufficient information. The Earl of Desart, who has 
the double qualification*of being a former Director of Public 
Prosecutions and a former King’s Proctor, stated in a debate 
in the House of Lords on 24th April last, that the interests of 
public justice would be met by the publication of the names of 
the parties, the charges made, the result, and the report of any 
discussion on a point of law which arose during the proceedings. 
Press witnesses did not always see eye to eye, though the main 
trend of press opinion appears to be in favour of some specific 
reasonable regulation of the character contained in the Bill. 
General and educational testimony supports restriction—the 
more the objectionable news is supplied, it was urged by the Bishop 
of London, the more a demand is created for it. The Head- 
master of Charterhouse, who was a witness as Chairman of the 
Headmasters’ Conference, had considered the possibility of 
limiting newspapers bought by schoolboys, but had come tothe 
conclusion that it would merely call attention to the undesirable 
ones. 

9. Your Committee are opposed to hearing cases in camera 
as contrary to British sentiment, unless in very exceptional 
circumstances where they are now allowed. But we do not 
agree with the contention that there is no via media between 
hearings in camerd and the right to publish full reports of the 
divorce class of cases according to existing law. At any rate, 
a middle course should be tried, particularly as we cannot insist 
too strongly upon the fact that it is often the contaminating 
character of the whole report rather than any individual phrase 
in it which is mischievous. Sir Henry Duke stigmatised the 
indiscriminate reporting of details of divorce cases as not only 
a monstrous abuse, but a criminal offence. We respectfully 
consider his language is not exaggerated, and it was endorsed 
by other evidence. A middle course such as we are seeking as @ 
remedy, is to be found in the proposals of the Bill with certain 
amendments. These we have made, and in so doing we have 
endeavoured to be guided by the principle of allowing the 
maximum of publication consistent with the adequate safe- 
guarding of public morality. We would especially call attention 
to these amendments which enlarge the matter allowed to be 
published, by including the addresses and descriptions as well 
as the names of the parties, and the judge’s summing up (if any) 
or his observations in giving judgment. We have also added a 
fuller definition of what is exactly meant by the grounds on which 
the proceedings are brought. The sub-section therefore now 
stands as follows :— 

“* (b) in relation to any judicial proceedings for dissolution 
of marriage, for nullity of marriage or for judicial separation, 
or proceedings before a Court of Summary Jurisdiction in which 
an order for judicial separation is made or applied for, any 
particulars other than the following that is to say :—(i) the 
names, addresses and description of the parties and witnesses ; 
(ii) the grounds on which the proceedings are brought and 
resisted as set forth in the petition, and answer and particulars 
thereof; (iii) submissions on any point of law’arising in the 
course of the proceedings, and the decision of the court thereon ; 
(iv) the summing-up of the judge and the finding of the jury 
(if any) and the judgment of the court and observations made 
by the judge in giving judgment: 

“ Provided that nothing in this part of this sub-section shall 
be held to permit the publication of anything contrary to the 
provisions of paragraph (a) of this sub-section.” 

In view of these amendments we have not thought it necessary 
to forbid publication of a report of a case or proceeding until 
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after it is finished, which is a possible restriction we have had 
under careful consideration. 

10. The third question raised in para. 1, what legal 
procedure is most suitable ?—can be answered briefly. All the 
legal authorities who gave evidence before us on the point, 
advised summary procedure before magistrates as the most 
effective, with the ordinary right of appeal to Quarter Sessions 
and a jury. Procedure by indictment is cumbersome in this 
connection, as delays and difficulties arise in the prosecution on 
indictment of a limited company, into which most newspapers 
have formed themselves; and we have therefore omitted it 
from the Bill. We concur that everybody who has a conscious 
part in the publication should be exposed to a penalty, and that 
the penalty on summary conviction should be increased to five 
hundred pounds. 

1l. Your Committee approve of clause 1, s-s. (4), regarding 
official law reports and notices, and publications of a technical or 
professional character. 

12. Your Committee wish to make one or two concluding 
remarks. They venture to believe that their amendment to 
extend the indecency definition clause, as to physiological details 
and the like—if it may so be described for want of a better term— 
to all judicial proceedings may be generally acceptable, even 
though it probably strengthens but slightly the existing law. 
In conjunction with the use of summary procedure, they think 
the change would be beneficial. They are well aware that the 
question of limiting the reports of divorce, nullity and judicial 
separation cases (not other cases) to specified parts only of the 
proceedings is one upon which an academic essay might be 
written, but they have arrived at the conclusions in this report 
for the following reasons. By including in the parts of the pro- 
ceedings that may be published the judge’s summing-up (if any) 
or observations on giving judgment, and the minor amendments, 
it seems to them that the importance of publicity is given due 
and sufficient weight, and that by publication of a judge’s 
summing-up or observations an innocent party would have the 
means of freeing himself or herself from blame. In the next 
place, the doctrine of the freedom of the press can be over- 
strained ; there is a distinction between liberty and licence. 
Nor is it convincing to argue that no action is necessary because 
recent agitation has re-acted upon the press very properly. 
There is no guarantee that in the future, some portion of the press 
may not revert to their former practices ; indications of such 
reversion are not totally absent, though they are not prominent 
now. If, as we do not doubt, it is often the cumulative effect 
of evidence and statements, any of which would not be liable 
under the present law as being obscene, which do the mischief, 
the obvious remedy is to limit the publication of evidence and 
statements. The pernicious transformation of sordid stories 
into epics for profit cannot really be restrained in any other 
way. The flaunting of immorality before readers of all ages and 
positions must be injurious to public morals, and making light 
of such conduct challenges the whole structure of family life 
on which society is founded. The Bill puts all newspapers on 
the same basis, and does not close the door to adequate informa- 
tion about proceedings in the divorce court. If it be maintained 
that limiting publication hampers the chances of justice, the 
whole matter becomes a question of balancing the advantage 
of unrestricted publication to secure justice as against the dis- 
advantage of publication in lowering the standard of national 
character. Your Committee think that if a choice has to be 
made, the high standard of national character must be chosen. 








The Rent and Mortgage Interest 
Restrictions Act, 1923. 


[The Act is not actually issued, but it is believed that the 
following gives the text correctly.] 

An Act to amend and prolong the duration of the Increase of Rent 
and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, and any 
enactment amending that Act, and to make provision as to 
the rent and recovery of possession of premises in certain 
cases after the expiry of that Act, and for purposes in con- 
nection therewith. [3lst July, 1923. 

Part I. 
AMENDMENT AND PROLONGATION OF DURATION 
OF PRINCIPAL ACT. 

Be it enacted, &c. 

1. Prolongation of duration of principal Act.}|—Subject to the 
provisions of this Act, the Increase of Rent and Mortgage 
Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920 [10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 17] (herein- 
after referred to as the principal Act), shall continue in force until 
the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen hundred and twenty-five. 

2. Exclusion of dwelling-houses from application of principal 
Act in certain cases. ]—(1) Where the landlord of a dwelling-house 








to which the principal Act applies is in possession of the whole of 
the dwelling-house at the passing of this Act, or comes into 
possession of the whole of the dwelling-house at any time after the 
passing of this Act, then from and after the passing of this Act, 
or from and after the date when the landlord subsequently comes 
into possession, as the case may be, the principal Act shall cease 
to apply to the dwelling-house : 

Provided that where part of a dwelling-house to which the 
principal Act applies is lawfully sub-let, and the part so sub-let 
is also a dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies the 
principal Act shall not cease to apply to the part so sub-let by 
reason of the tenant being in or coming into possession of that 
part, and if the landlord is in, or comes into possession of any part 
not so sub-let the principal Act shall cease to apply to that part, 
notwithstanding that a sub-tenant continues in, or retains, 
possession of any other part by virtue of the principal Act : 

Provided also that where a landlord comes into possession 
under an order or judgment made or given after the passing of this 
Act, on the ground of non-payment of rent, the principal Act 
shall, notwithstanding anything in the foregoing provisions of this 
subsection, continue to apply to the dwelling-house. 

(2) Where, at any time after the passing of this Act, the 
landlord of a dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies 
grants to the tenant a valid lease of the dwelling-house for a term 
ending at some date after the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-six, beinga term of not less than two years, 
or enters into a valid agreement with the tenant for a tenancy 
for such a term, the principal Act shall, as from the commence- 
ment of the term, cease to apply to the dwelling-house, and 
nothing in the principal Act shall be taken as preventing or 
invalidating the payment of any agreed sum as part of the 
consideration for such lease or agreement : 

Provided that where part of the dwelling-house is lawfully 
sub-let at the commencement of the term, and is a dwelling-house 
to which the principal Act applies, that part shall, notwith- 
standing anything in the foregoing provisions of this subsection, 
continue to be a dwelling-house to which the principal Act 
applies. 

(3) For the purposes of this section, the expression “‘possession’’ 
shall be construed as meaning ‘‘ actual possession,”’ and a land- 
lord shall not be deemed to have come into possession by reason 
only of a change of tenancy made with his consent. 

3. Determination of certain leases and tenancies.|—Where 
before the passing of this Act, the landlord of a dwelling-house 
to which the principal Act applies has granted to the tenant a 
valid lease of the dwelling-house for a term ending at some date 
after the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen hundred and twenty- 
three, or has entered into a valid agreement with the tenant for a 
tenancy for such a term, and the rent thereby reserved is reserved 
at a rate which after but not before such last mentioned date 
exceeds the standard rent and the increases permitted under the 
principal Act or this Act, the landlord may by three months notice 
in writing expiring not earlier than the twenty-first day of 
December, nineteen hundred and twenty-three, and not later 
than the thirty-first day of March, nineteen hundred and twenty- 
four, determine the said lease or tenancy, provided that if within 
one month of the receipt of such notice the lessee or tenant shall 
give to the landlord notice in writing that he elects to abide by the 
said lease or agreement and the terms thereof, then the said lease 
or agreement shall remain in full force and effect in every respect 
including the amount of the rent thereby expressed to be reserved 
unaffected by the principal Act or this Act. 

4. The following section shall be substituted for section five 
of the principal Act, namely :— 

‘5. Restriction on right to possession.|—(1) No order or 
judgment for the recovery of possession of any dwelling-house 
to which this Act applies, or for the ejectment of a tenant there- 
from, shall be made or yiven unless— 

““ (a) any rent lawfully due from the tenant has not been 
paid, or any other obligation of the tenancy (whether under the 
contract of tenancy or under this Act) so far as the same is 
consistent with the provisions of this Act has been broken or 
not performed; or 

‘*‘ (b) the tenant or any person residing or lodging with him 
or being his sub-tenant has been guilty of conduct which is a 
nuisance or annoyance to adjoining occupiers, or has been 
convicted of using the premises or allowing the premises to 
be used for an immoral or illegal purpose, or the condition of 
the dwelling-house has, in the opinion of the court, deteriorated 
owing to acts of waste by or the neglect or default of the tenant 
or any such person, and, where such person is a lodger or 
sub-tenant, the court is satisfied that the tenant has not, before 
the making or giving of the order or judgment, taken such 
steps as he ought reasonably to have taken for the removal 
of the lodger or sub-tenant ; or 

** (c) the tenant has given notice to quit, and in consequence 
of that notice the landlord has contracted to sell or let the 

dwelling-house or has taken any other steps as a result of which 
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he would, in the opinion of the court, be seriously prejudiced 
if he could not obtain possession ; or 

‘“*(d) the dwelling-house is reasonably required by the 
landlord for occupation as a residence for himself, or for any 

son or daughter of his over eighteen years of age, or for any 

person bona fide residing with him, or for some person engaged 
in his whole time employment or in the whole time employment 
of some tenant from him or with whom, conditional on housing 
accommodation being provided, a contract for such employment 
has been entered into, and (except as otherwise provided by this 
subsection) the court is satisfied that alternative accommodation 
is available which is reasonably suitable to the means of the 
tenant and to the needs of the tenant and his family as regards 
extent, character, and proximity to place of work and which 
consists either of a dwelling-house to which this Act applies, 
or of premises to be let as a separate dwelling on terms which 
will afford to the tenant security of tenure reasonably equivalent 
to the security afforded by this Act in the case of a dwelling- 
house to which this Act applies ; or 

(e) the dwelling-house is reasonably required for the 

purpose of the execution of the statutory duties or powers of a 

local authority, or statutory undertaking, or for any purpose 

which, in the opinion of the court, is in the public interest, 
and the court in either case is satisfied as aforesaid as respects 
alternative accommodation ; or 

‘(f) the landlord became the landlord after service in any 
of His Majesty’s forces during the war and requires the house 
for his personal occupation and offers the tenant accommodation 
on reasonable terms in the same dwelling-house, such accommo- 
dation being considered by the court as reasonably sufficient in 
the circumstances ; or 

*(yg) the dwelling-house is required for occupation as a 
residence by a former tenant thereof who gave up occupation in 
consequence of his service in any of His Majesty’s forces during 
the war; or 

‘(h) the tenant without the consent of the landlord has at 
any time after the thirty-first day of July, nineteen hundred 
and twenty-three, assigned or sub-let the whole of the dwelling- 
house or sub-let part of the dwelling-house, the remainder being 
already sub-let ; or 

‘** (i) the dwelling-house consists of or includes premises 
licensed for the sale of intoxicating liquor, and the tenant has 
committed an offence as holder of the licence or has not 
conducted the business to the satisfaction of the licensing 
justices or the police authority, or has carried it on in a manner 
detrimental to the public interest, or the renewal of the licence 
has for any reason been refused ; 

and, in any such case as aforesaid, the court considers it reasonable 
to make such an order or give such judgment. 

* The existence of alternative accommodation shall not be a 
condition of an order or judgment on any of the grounds specified 
in paragraph (d) of this subsection 

** (i) where the tenant was in the employment of the landlord 
or a former landlord, and the dwelling-house was let to him in 
consequence of that employment and he has ceased to be in that 
employment ; or 

(ii) where the court is satisfied by a certificate of the 
county agricultural committee, or of the Minister of Agriculture 
and Fisheries pending the formation of such committee, that the 
dwelling-house is required by the landlord for the occupation 
of a person engaged on work necessary for the proper working 
of an agricultural holding, or with whom conditional on housing 
accommodation being provided, a contract for employment on 
such work has been entered into; or 

**(iii) where the landlord gave up the occupation of the 
dwelling-house in consequence of his service in any of His 

Majesty’s forces during the war; or 

(iv) where the landlord or the husband or wife of the 
landlord became the landlord before the thirtieth day of June, 
nineteen hundred and twenty-two, and the dwelling-house is 
reasonably required by him for occupation as a residence for 
himself or for any son or daughter of his over eighteen years of 
age; or 

**(v) where the landlord or the husband or wife of the 
landlord did not become the landlord before the thirtieth day of 

June, nineteen hundred and twenty-two, and the dwelling- 

house is reasonably required by him for occupation as a 

residence for himself or for any son or daughter of his over 

eighteen years of age, and the court is satisfied that greater 
hardship would be caused by refusing to grant an order or 
judgment for possession than by granting it 

** (2) At the time of the application for or the making or 
giving of any order or judgment for the recovery of possession of 
any such dwelling-house, or for the ejectment of a tenant there- 
from, or in the case of any such order or judgment which has been 
made or given, whether before or after the passing of this Act, 
and not executed at any subsequent time, the court may adjourn 
the application, or stay or suspend execution on any such order 
or jolgment, or postpone the date of possession for such period 








or periods as it thinks fit, and subject to such conditions (if any) 
in regard to payment by the tenant of arrears of rent, rent, or 
mesne profits and otherwise as the court thinks fit, and, if such 
conditions are complied with, the court may, if it thinks fit, 
discharge or rescind any such order or judgment. 

** (3) Where any order or judgment has been made or given 
before the passing of this Act but not executed, and, in the 
opinion of the court, the order or judgment would not have been 
made or given if this Act had been in force at the time when such 
order or judgment was made or given, the court may, on applica- 
tion by the tenant, rescind or vary such order or judgment in such 
manner as the court may think fit for the purpose of giving effect 
to this Act. 

‘* (4) Notwithstanding anything in section one hundred and 
forty-three of the County Courts Act, 1888 [51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), 
or in section one of the Small Tenements Recovery Act, 1838 
[lL & 2 Vict. ec. 74], every warrant for delivery of possession of, or 
to enter and give possession of, any dwelling-house to which this 
Act applies, shall remain in force for three months from the day 
next after the last day named in the judgment or order for delivery 
of possession or ejectment, or, in the case of a warrant under the 
Small Tenements Recovery Act, 1838, from the date of the issue 
of the warrant, and in either case for such further period or periods, 
if any, as the court shall from time to time, whether before or 
after the expiration of such three months, direct. 

** (5) An order or judgment against a tenant for the recovery 
of possession of any dwelling-house or ejectment therefrom under 
this section shall not affect the right of any sub-tenant to whom 
the premises or any part thereof have been lawfully sub-let before 
proceedings for recovery of possession or ejectment were com- 
menced, to retain possession under this section, or be in any way 
operative against any such sub-tenants. 

* (6) Where a landlord has obtained an order or judgment 
for possession or ejectment under this section on the ground that 
he requires a dwelling-house for his own occupation, and it is 
subsequently made to appear to the court that the order or judg- 
ment was obtained by misrepresentation or the concealment of 
material facts, the court may order the landlord to pay to the 
former tenant such sum as appears sufficient as compensation 
for damage or loss sustained by that tenant as the result of the 
order or judgment. 

‘*(7) The provisions of the last preceding subsection shall 
apply in any case where the landlord has, after the thirty-first 
day of July, nineteen hundred and twenty-three, obtained an 
order or judgment for possession or ejectment on any of the 
grounds specified in paragraph (d) of subsection (1) of this section, 
and it is subsequently made to appear to the court that the order 
or judgment was obtained by misrepresentation or concealment 
of material facts, and in any such case the court may, if it thinks 
fit, in addition to making an order for payment of compensation 
by the landlord to the former tenant, direct that the dwelling- 
house shall not be excluded from this Act by reason of the land- 
lord having come into possession thereof under the said order or 
judgment, and if such a direction is given, this Act shall apply 
and be deemed to have applied to the dwelling-house as from the 
date mentioned in such direction.” 

5. Suspension of increase of rent on ground of disrepair. |— 
(1) Where the tenant of a dwelling-house to which the principal 
Act applies has obtained from the sanitary authority a certificate 
that the house is not in a reasonable state of repair, and has served 
a copy of the certificate upon the landlord, it shall be a good 
defence to any claim against the tenant for the payment of any 
increase of rent permitted under paragraph (c) or paragraph (d) 
of subsection (1) of section two of the principal Act in respect of 
any subsequent rental period that the house was not in a reason- 
able state of repair during that period, and in any proceedings 
against the tenant for the enforcement of such claim (including 
proceedings for recovery of possession or ejectment on the ground 
of non-payment of rent so far as the rent unpaid includes such 
increase), the production of the said certificate shall be sufficient 
evidence that the house was and continues to be in the condition 
therein mentioned unless the contrary is proved : 

Provided that this section shall not apply in any case where 
and so far as the condition of the house is due to the tenant's 
neglect or default or breach of express agreement. 

(2) When, after the issue of any such certificate, the landlord 
has executed to the satisfaction of the sanitary authority the 
repairs which require to be executed in order to put the dwelling- 
house into a reasonable state of repair, the authority shall, on the 
application of the landlord and upon payment of a fee of one 
shilling, issue a report to that effect. 

6. Notice of increase of rent.}—(1) The county court, if satisfied 
that any error or omission in a notice of intention to increase rent, 
whether served before or after the passing of this Act, is due to a 
bona fide mistake on the part of the landlord, shall have power 
to amend such notice, by correcting any errors and supplying any 
omissions therein, which, if not corrected or supplied, would render 
the notice invalid, on such terms and conditions as respects arreé 
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of rent or otherwise as appear to the court to be just and reason- 
able, and if the court so directs, the notice asso amended shall have 
effect and be deemed to have had effect as a valid notice. 

(2) The form of notice in the First Schedule to the principal 
Act shall be amended by the substitution of the words ‘ date 
of service of this notice ’’ for the words ‘‘ date of this notice.” 

7. Permitted increases of rent of sub-tenancies.|}—(1) Where part 
of a dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies is lawfully 
sub-let, and the part so sub-let is also a dwelling-house to which 
the principal Act applies, then in addition to any increases 
permitted by paragraphs (a) to (e) of subsection (1) of section two 
of the principal Act, an-amount not exceeding ten per cent. of 
the net rent of the dwelling-house comprised in the sub-tenancy 
shall be deemed to be a permitted increase in the case of that 
dwelling-house, and an amount equivalent to five per cent. of 
the net rent of the dwelling-house comprised in the sub-tenancy 
shall be deemed to be a permitted increase in the case of the 
dwelling-house comprised in the tenancy. Subsection (2) of 
section three of the principal Act shall not apply as respects any 
increase permitted under this subsection. 

(2) Where part of any such dwelling-house is so sub-let, the 
tenant shall, on being so requested in writing by the landlord, 
supply him, within fourteen days thereafter, with a statement 
in writing of any sub-letting, giving particulars of occupancy, 
including the rent charged, and should the tenant without 
reasonable excuse fail to do so or supply a statement which is 
false in any material particulars he shall be liable on summary 
conviction to a fine not exceeding two pounds. 

(3) In subsection (6) of section two of the principal Act the 
expression “landlord ”’ shall, in relation to a sub-tenancy, be 
taken to include not only the person who is immediate landlord 
of the sub-tenant but also the landlord of that person. 

8. Limitation on recovery of over-payments or arrears. |—-(1) No 
increase of rent which becomes payable by reason of an amend- 
ment of a notice of increase made by order of the county court 
under this Act shall be recoverable in respect of any rental 
period which ended more than six months before the date of 
the order. 

(2) Any sum paid by a tenant or mortgagor which, under 
subsection (1) of section fourteen of the principal Act is recover- 
able by the tenant or mortgagor, shall be recoverable at any 
time within six months from the date of payment but not after- 
wards, or in the case of a payment made before the passing of 
this Act, at any time within six months from the passing of this 
Act but not afterwards. 

(3) Nothing in this section shall affect the operation of the 
Rent Restriction (Notices of Increase) Act, 1923. 

9. Eacessive charges for furniture, &c., taken over in connexion 
with tenancies.|—(1) Where the purchase of any furniture or 
other articles is required as a condition of the grant, renewal, or 
continuance of a tenancy or sub-tenancy of a dwelling-house to 
which the principal Act applies, the price demanded shall, at the 
request of the person on whom the demand is made, be stated 
in writing, and if the price exceeds the reasonable price of the 
articles, the excess shall be treated as if it were a fine or premium 
required to be paid as a condition of the grant, renewal, or 
continuance, and the provisions of section eight of the principal 
Act, including penal provisions, shall apply accordingly. 

(2) Where a tenant who by virtue of the principal Act retains 
possession of a dwelling-house to which that Act applies requires 
that furniture or other articles shall be purchased as a condition 
of giving up possession, the price demanded shall, at the request 
of the person on whom the demand is made, be stated in writing, 
and if the price exceeds the reasonable price of the articles the 
excess shall be treated as a sum asked to be paid as a condition 
of giving up possession, and the provisions of subsection (2) of 
section fifteen of the principal Act (including penal provisions) 
shall apply accordingly. 

10. Amendment of provisions of the principal Act as to houses 
let with furniture, &c.}—-(1) For the purposes of proviso (i) to 
subsection (2) of section twelve of the principal Act (which relates 
to the exclusion of dwelling-houses from the principal Act in 
certain circumstances), a dwelling-house shall not be deemed to 
be bona fide let at a rent which includes payments in respect of 
attendance or the use of furniture unless the amount of rent 
which is fairly attributable to the attendance or the use of the 
furniture, regard being had to the value of the same to the tenant, 
forms a substantial portion of the whole rent. 

(2) In sections nine and ten of the principal Act (which relate 
to limitation of rent of houses let with furniture and penalties for 
excessive charges for such lettings) the expressions ‘‘ landlord ”’ 
and ‘‘ tenant ”’ shall respectively be substituted for the expressions 
“lessor ” and “ lessee.”’ 

ll. Power of county court to determine questions as to standard 
rent, &e.|—(1) The county court shall have power on the applica- 
tion of a landlord or a tenant to determine summarily any 
questions as to the amount of the rent, standard rent or net rent 
of any dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies, or as 

the increase of rent permitted onda that Act or this Part of 
this Act. 


(2) The Lord Chancellor may, by rules and directions made and 
given under section seventeen of the principal Act, provide for 
any questions arising under or in connection with the principal 
Act or this Part of this Act being referred by consent of the 
parties interested for final determination by the judge or registrar 
of a county court sitting as an arbitrator or by an arbitrator 
appointed by such judge. 

Part II. 
RESTRICTIONS AFTER EXPIRY OF PRINCIPAL ACT. 

12. Restriction on right to possession in certain cases after the 
expiry of the principal Act.|}—(1) If proceedings are taken against 
the person who on the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-five, is tenant of a dwelling-house to which 
the principal Act then applies (hereinafter referred to as ‘‘ the 
sitting tenant ’’) for the recovery of possession of the dwelling- 
house or for the ejectment of the tenant therefrom at any time 
after that day, should it appear to the court that the proceedings 
are harsh or oppressive or that, exceptional hardship would be 
caused to the sitting tenant by the making or giving of an order 
or judgment for possession or ejectment, the court may refuse to 
make or give such an order or judgment or may adjourn the 
application for or stay or suspend execution of any such order or 
judgment or postpone the date of possession for such period or 
periods, and subject to such conditions as it thinks proper, and if 
such conditions are complied with the court may, if it thinks fit, 
discharge or rescind any such order or judgment. 

(2) For the purpose of the exercise of its jurisdiction under 
this section, the court may direct that the tenancy of the sitting 
tenant shall be treated as a subsisting tenancy notwithstanding 
the determination of the same by any notice to quit or similar 
notice or otherwise and may set aside and annul any such notice 
accordingly, and shall have power to determine what increase of 
rent (if any) is fair and reasonable, regard being had to the 
character and condition of the dwelling-house and the rents of 
similar dwelling-houses in the locality. 

(3) The court shall not exercise any of the powers given to it 
under the foregoing provisions of this section in any case where it 
is satisfied that greater hardship would be caused to the landlord 
by the exercise of the power than would be caused to the tenant 
by the refusal to exercise it. 

(4) In any such proceedings an order or judgment for possession 
or ejectment against the sitting tenant of the dwelling-house 
shall not, unless the court otherwise directs, he operative against 
a sitting tenant of a part of the dwelling-house which, on the 
twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen hundred and twenty-five, is 
lawfully sub-let to him and is a separate dwelling-house to which 
the principal Act applies, and the court shall in relation to that 
part of the dwelling-house and the sitting tenant thereof have all 
the like powers and jurisdiction as it has in relation to the whole 
dwelling-house and the sitting tenant thereof. 

(5) In order to assist the court in the determination of questions 
arising under this Part of this Act in relation to the rent, character 
or condition of dwelling-houses, the Minister of Héalth may 
establish reference committees to whom such questions may be 
referred by the court for considgration and report. 

(6) The foregoing provisions of this section shall not apply to 
proceedings against a sitting tenant under the Small Tenements 
Recovery Act, 1838 [1 & 2 Vict. c. 74], and any such proceedings 
shall, on the application of the sitting tenant, be discontinued, 
subject to any provision that may be made by rules under this 
Part of this Act for transfer to the county court. 

13. Reduction of rent pending the execution of repairs.}—(1) If 
the county court on the application of a sitting tenant is satisfied 
by the production of a certificate of the sanitary authority and 
such further evidence (if any) as may be adduced that the dwelling- 
house is not in a reasonable state of repair and that the condition 


| of the dwelling-house is not due to the tenant’s neglect or default 


or breach of express agreement, the court may order that the 
rent shall be reduced until the court is satisfied on the report of 
the sanitary authority or otherwise that the necessary repairs 
(other than any repairs for which the tenant is liable) have been 
executed, and subject to the terms of the order the rent shall be 
payable at such reduced rate as may be specified therein until 
the court is so satisfied. 

(2) The powers of the county court under this section may be 
exercised by the court in any proceedings against a sitting tenant 
to which the last preceding section of this Act applies. 

14. Restriction on calling in of mortgages.|—(1) Where a 
dwelling-house in the occupation of a sitting tenant is subject to a 
mortgage to which the principal Act applied, the county court 
may, on the application of the badtend, make an order restraining 
the mortgagee from calling in his mortgage or taking steps for 
enforcing his security or for recovering the principal money 
thereby secured, if it is satisfied that such calling in, enforcement 
or recovery would cause exceptional hardship to the landlord. 
The county court may, on the application of the mortgagee 
or landlord rescind or vary any order so made if satisfied that by 
reason of any material change in circumstances, rescission or 
variation is necessary or proper. 
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(2) The restrictions imposed on a mortgagee by an order 
under this section may be imposed subject to such conditions as 
regards increase of interest or otherwise and for such time as 
appears to the court to be proper, but so nevertheless that the 
restrictions shall cease to be operative if at any time after the 
making of the order 
(a) interest is more than twenty-one days in arrear; of 
(6) any covenant by the mortgagor (other than the covenant 
for the repayment of the principal money secured) is broken 
or not performed ; or 
(ce) the mortgagor fails to keep the property in a proper state 
of repair or to pay the interest and instalments of principal 
recoverable under any prior encumbrance ; or 
(d) the sitting tenant ceases to be the tenant of the dwelling- 


house. 
(3) This section shall not apply to a mortgage where the 
principal money secured thereby is repayable by means of 


periodical instalments extending over a term of not less than ten 
years from the creation of the mortgage. 

15. Regulations as to reference committees.|—(1) The constitu- 
tion and procedure of reference committees established under 
this Part of this Act shall be such as may be prescribed by regula- 
tions made by the Minister of Health. 

(2) In addition to any questions that may be referred to a 
reference committee by the county court under this Part of this 
Act, provision may be made by the regulations for the reference 
to and determination by a reference committee of any questions 
in relation to the rent payable or to be paid by a sitting tenant 
which may be submitted to them by the tenant and landlord. 

(3) Before any regulation under this section is made, it shall 
be laid in draft before both Houses of Parliament, and such 
regulation shall not be made unless both Houses by resolution 
approve the draft, either without modification or addition or 
with modifications or additions to which both Houses agree, 
but upon such approval being given the Minister of Health may 
make the regulation in the form in which it has been approved, 
and the regulation on being so made shall be of full force and 
effect. 

16. Rules as to procedure.j|—-The Lord Chancellor may make 
such rules and give such directions as he thinks fit for the purpose 
of giving full effect to the provisions of this Part of this Act 
relative to legal proceedings. 

17. Duration of Part 1]. This Part of this Act shall continue 
in force until the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen hundred 
and thirty : 

Provided that if a resolution is passed by both Houses of 
Parliament for the repeal of this Part of this Act on some earlier 
date, it shall be lawful for His Majesty in Council to repeal this 
Part of this Act on such date as may be specified in that behalf 
in the resolution. 

Part III. 


GENERAL. 


18. Certificates of sanitary authorities and definition of repairs.] 
—(1) For the purposes of the principal Act and this Act, a 
certificate of a sanitary authority as to the condition of a dwelling- 
house shall specify what works (if any) require to be executed in 
order to put the dwelling-house into a reasonable state of repair, 
and on any application to a sanitary authority for a certificate 
or report for the purposes aforesaid a fee of one shilling shall be 
payable, but if the authority, as a result of such application, 
issues a certificate to a tenant, the tenant shall be entitled to 
deduct the fee from any subsequent payment of rent. 

(2) On any application to a county agricultural committee for 
a certificate for the purpose of paragraph (ii) of subsection (1) of 
section five of the principal Act, a fee shall be payable by the 
applicant to the county agricultural committee of such amount 
as the Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries shall by regulation 
determine. 

(3) An instrument purporting to be a certificate or report of a 
sanitary authority or of a county agricultural committee and to 
be signed by an officer of the authority or committee shall, 
without further proof, be taken to be a certificate or report of 
the authority or committee unless the contrary is proved. 

(4) A sanitary authority may appoint a committee for the 
purposes of the principal Act and this Act, and may delegate, 
with or without restrictions, to such committee or to an existing 
committee of the authority all or any of the powers of the 
authority under the principal Act or this Act. 

(5) For the purposes of this Act the expression 
means any repairs required for the purpose of keeping premises 
in good and tenantable repair, and any premises in such a state 
shall be deemed to be in a reasonable state of repair, and the 
landlord shall be deemed to be responsible for any repairs for 
which the tenant is under no express liability. 

19. Application to Scotland.|—This Act shall apply to Scotland 
subject to the following modifications :- 

(a) The twenty-eighth day of May shall be substituted for 
the twenty-fourth day of June ; the Scottish Board of Health 


‘repairs ’ 








shall be substituted for the Minister of Health; references to 
the registrar of a county court shall not apply ; and ‘“ exciseable 
liquor ”’ shall be substituted for “ intoxicating liquor ”’ ; 

(6) For removing doubts it is hereby declared that nothing 
in the principal Act affects the operation of the House Letting 
and Rating (Scotland) Act, 1920, and the reference in sub- 
section (2) of section one of the last mentioned Act to the 
provisions of Acts repealed by the principal Act shall be 
construed as a reference to the provisions of section three of 
the principal Act. 
20. Short title, construction and extent.|—This Act may be 

cited as the Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions Act, 192%, 
and shall be construed as one with the principal Act, save that 
this Act shall not apply to Ireland, and the principal Act, the 
Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions (Continuance) 
Act, 1923, the Rent Restrictions (Notices of Increase) Act, 1923, 
and this Act-may be cited together as the Rent and Mortgage 
Interest Restrictions Acts, 1920 and 1923. 


The Lord Chancellor. 


Bulletins have been issued from the House of Lords respecting 
the health of Lord Cave. The first bulletin, dated Monday, was :-— 
The Lord Chancellor, having made sufficient and good pro- 
gress, returned to London on Saturday to undergo, as previously 
arranged, the second stage of his treatment. To this end 
an operation complementary to the first was performed this 
morning, and the condition of Lord Cave is as satisfactory as at 
this early stage can be expected. 
The second bulletin, dated Tuesday, states :— 
The Lord Chancellor has passed a good night and his 
progress is satisfactory. 


U.S. Profit-Sharing Scheme. 


York, in a 














The Times correspondent at New message of 
26th July, says :— 

A striking innovation in American employment practice will 
be made on Ist August, when Messrs. Procter and Gamble. the 
well-known soap manufacturers, are to give their employees 
in thirty cities in the United States and Canada a formal guarantee 
of jobs for life. Several thousand workmen are included in the 
scheme. The contract provides that they shall receive at least 
forty-eight weeks’ work at full pay in every year. The only 
deductions from this period will be in the case of the customary 
holidays or when fire or other extreme unpreventable circum 
stances make it impossible to operate any given plant. 

The men on their part are required to participate in a profit- 
sharing scheme by the purchase of stock on a deferred payment 
After a term of years they are to be entitled to retire on 
pension. Every man without cost to himself is given a life 
insurance policy in the amount of the year’s wages. Furthermore, 
one employee from each plant is to be elected annually to the 
board of/ directors to attend all official meetings. 


plan. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Gray’s Inn. 


The Under-Treasurer of Gray’s Inn announces that the Bacen 
Scholarship of 1923 (£60 a year for two years) has been awarded 
to Mr. George Williams Keeton, LL.B., Caius College, Cambridge. 
The Holt Scholarship (£50 a year for two years) has been awarded 
to Mr. David Carey Evans, B.C.L., Jesus College, Oxford. 


University College, London. 

An Entrance Scholarship for a student intending to proceed 
to a Law Degree of the value of £20 a year for three years, or, 
under certain conditions, for six years, will be offered for com- 
petition’ at University College, London, in September. Full 
particulars may be obtained on application to the Secretary of 
the College. 





THE TEXT BOOK ON THE GREAT KING’S TAX RE- 
VALUATION.—“ Schedule ‘A’ and House Duty Assessment.’’— 
Nearly 300 pp. £1 7s. 6d. post free, of J. STanTon, Rating 
Surveyor and Agent for Appellants, 12 King’s Bench Walk, 
Temple, E.C.4. Procedure ; How House Property, Farms, 
Factories, etc. are Valued for Schedule ‘A’; Liability for 
House Duty; etc., all simply explained.—Advert. 
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The Law Society. 
STUDENTSHIPS, 1923. 

The Council, acting on the recommendation of the Legal 
Education Committee, has made the following award of Student- 
ships, of the annual value of £40 each, renewable at the discretion 
of the Council, subject to the conditions prescribed in the 
Regulations :— 

CLASS A. 
(Candidates under 19, having certain educational qualifications. ) 
Mr. WALTER SYDNEY CHANEY. 
[Mr. Chaney was educated at King Edward’s School, Birmingham, 
and at Oundle School, and is articled with Mr. W. S. Sharpe, 
of London. | 
Mr. Eric NEVILLE NEAVE. 

[Mr. Neave was educated at Merchant Taylors’ School and Mill 
Hill School, and is articled with Dr. F. G. Neave, of London.] 
CLASS B. 

(Articled clerks having at least three years to serve.) 

Mr. SYDNEY EDGAR MANN. 

(Mr. Mann was educated at Cranleigh School, and is articled with 

Mr. F. F. C. Webb, of London. } 
An additional studentship has been awarded to 
Mr. HUGH QUENNELL. 
(Mr. Quennell was educated at Christ’s Hospital, and is articled 
with Mr. J. L. Quennell, of Brentwood, Essex. ] 
Honourable mention is awarded to :— 
Mr. KENNETH FITZGERALD WILKIE. 
[Mr. Wilkie was educated at The Royal Masonic School, Bushey, 
and is articled with Mr. F. H. Loseby, of London. ] 
By Order of the Council. 
E. R. Cook, 


20th July, 1923. Secrelury. 


The Law .Society. 
HonouRS EXAMINATION—JUNE, 1923. 

The names of the Solicitors to whom the Candidates served under 
Articles of Clerkship follow the names of the Candidates. 

At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission 
on the Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination 
Committee recommended the following as being entitled to 
Honorary Distinction :— 

First CLAss. 
(In order of merit.) 

l. Dennis Clive Whetnall (Mr. Arthur Burton Chambers 
(deceased ), of the firm of Messrs. Chambers & Son, and Mr. Harold 
Warters Jackson, LL.B., of the firm of Messrs. Jackson & Jackson, 
both of Sheffield). 

2. Reginald Garforth Cooke, B.A., LL.B. Manchester (Mr. 
Fred Thompson, LL.B., of Stalybridge). 

3. Francis Charles Coningsby, LL.B. London (Mr. William 
Thomas Mellows, LL.B., M.B.E., af the firm of Messrs. Mellows 
and Sons, of Peterborough, and Mr. Francis Walter Chamberlain 
of the firm of Messrs. Chamberlain & Co., of London). 

SECOND CLASS. 
(In alphabetical order. ) 

Robert Booth (Mr. Peter Terry Grove, of Brighouse). 

James Aubrey Crompton, B.A., LL.B. Cantab. (Mr. Edmund 
Judkin Taylor, of Bristol). 

Philip Henry Harrold (Mr. Cecil George Brown, LL.B., of 
Cardiff). 

Reginald Truscott Letcher (Mr. John Beckley Eastley 
(deceased ), of the firm of Messrs. Eastley & Eastley, and Mr. John 
Edward EKastley, of the firm of Messrs. Eastley, Richards and 
Norrington, both of Paignton; and Messrs. Torr & Co., of 
London). 

Thomas Martin Phillips, B.A., LL.B. Cantab. (Mr. Griffith 
Lewellyn, of the firm of Messrs. Gwilym James, Llewellyn & Co., 
of Merthyr Tydfil). 

_ John William Van Druten, LL.B. London (Mr. Charles Louis 
Nordon, LL.B., of the firm of Messrs. Charles Nordon & Co., of 
ndon). 

Emest Shilston Watkins, LL.B. Liverpool (Mr. John Richard 
Watkins, of Liverpool). 

TutrRD CLASs. 
(In alphabetical order. ) 

Hugh Caldwell (Mr. Joseph Henry Field, LL.B., O.B.E., of 
Huddersfield). 

Frederick Gaskill Carkeek (Mr: Charles Vivian Thomas, of the 

tm of Messrs. Daniell & Thomas, of Camborne). 

Sydney William Dewes (Mr. John Hunt Dewes, of Tamworth). 

Reginald Oliver Hobhouse, B.A. Oxon. (Mr. Gerald William 

chard, B.A., of the firm of Messrs. Pritchard & Sons, of 
ndon). 

Francis FitzRoy Sapte (Mr. FitzRoy Sapte, of the firm of 

ts. Wilde, Wigston & Sapte, of London). 





THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 


GREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON, W.C.1. 


ENGLAND’S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN. 


7" need for greater effort to counterbalance the 
drain of War upon the manhood of the Nation, 
by saving infant life for the future welfare of the 
British Empire, compels the Board of Management of 
The Hospital for Sick Children, Great Ormond Street, 
London, W.C.1, to plead most earnestly for increased 
support for the National work this Hospital is 
performing in the preservation of child life. 

The children of the Nation can truthfully be said to 
be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet the 
mortality among babies is still appal ng 
ie 71 years this Hospital has been the means of 

saving or restoring the lives and health of hundreds 
of thousands of Children, and of instructing Mothers in 
the knowledge of looking after their children. 


£12,000 has to be raised every year 
to keep the Hospital out of debt. 
Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 
obtained on application to— 
JAMES McKAY, Secretary. 

















W. WHITELEY, Lr. 


Auctioneers, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W.2. 


VALUATIONS FOR PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, INSURANCE, ETC, 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 


View on Wednesday, in 


London’s Largest Saleroom. 





*Poone No.: PARK ONE (40 Lives). TeLeorams: ‘* WHITELEY, LONDON, ™ 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY| Stock Exchange Prices of certain 
LIMITED. . 2 
No. 19, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. Trustee Securities. 
ESTABLISHED 1853. ] 
Capital Stock ... aes ~ eee ae w+» £400,000 Bank Rate 4%. Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, has 
Debenture Stock ose oe £331,130 Thursday, 9th August. Cra 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 
Forms of Proposal ond full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. : MIDDLE | 1 
G. H. MAYNE, Secretary Price. | INTEREST 
| | y YIELD, an¢ 
ist August. | 
The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given Class 7 : 
Certificates and awarded the following prizes : , English Government Securities. £ s. d. s 
To Mr. Whetnall: The Clement’s Inn Prize, value about £42. Consols 24% ae ree i 45 6 | 
To Mr. Cooke: The Daniel Reardon Prize, value about £21. War Loan 5% 1929-47 oe 419 6 
To Mr. Coningsby : The Clifford’s Inn Prize, value £5 5s. War Loan 44% 1925-45 . oe 413 0 
The Council have given Class Certificates to the Candidates in War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 .. ° 3.19 4 (sch 
the Second and Third Classes. War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 ° 3.12 6 | 
Twenty-five Candidates gave notice for Examination. Funding 4% Loan 1960-90 4 8 0 was 
» Order of the C 4 Victory 4% Bonds (available at ar fo occ! 
By Order of = 7 cee Estate Duty) > P 470 
-: re Conversion 34% Loan 1961 or after 490 P 
Law Society’s Hall, Chance ry Lane, London, W.C. : Loc al Lo _ 3% ® 1913 ” other ig 664 . ” ° Wor 
27th July, 1923. India 5}% 15th January 1932 5 9 0 
_————OoMnaT'"'" India 44% 1950-55 .. oe 5 1 6 
Ot . . : India 34% .. ee 5 1 0 
yituary. India3% .. & is 5 1 6 Wh. 
ona 
Mr. I. A. Symmons. Colonial Securities. peac 
We regret to record the death on Tuesday, $list July, after an British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 5 0 Dep 
operation, of Mr. I. A. Symmons, who was appointed a Metro- Jamaica 44% 1941-71 4 0 He | 
politan Police Magistrate in 1911, and who, since 1922, has presided New South Wales 5% 1932-42 4 0 ASS 
at the Marylebone Court. Mr. Symmons was performing his New South Wales 44% 1935-45 4 0 
duties on the Bench only a fortnight ago. Queensland 44% 1920-25 .. 4 0 
Israel Alexander Symmons, says The Times, the second son S. Australia 34% 1926-36 .. 4 0 
of Samuel Symmons, of Whitefrairs-street, E.C., was born in Victoria 5% 1932-42 4 0 
1862, and was educated at University College School and London New Zealand 4% 1929 4 0 A 
University, where he graduated in law with honours. He was Canada 3% 1938 ° ee e° 3 0 f 
called to the Bar by the Middle Temple in 1885, and joining the Cape of Good Hope 34% 1929-49 . 4 6 
Midland Circuit, in course of time he acquired a practice which futw 
was latterly almost entirely confined to the Criminal Courts in Corporation Stocks. Bret 


London. He read with Mr. F. Mead, now the Marlborough-street Ldn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 

Magistrate, and was for some years in chambers with Mr. A. H. option of Corpn. “i ite x Ks 

Bodkin (now Sir Archibald Bodkin, the Public Prosecutor), then Ldn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 

in perhaps the largest criminal practice of any lawyer of the day. option of Corpn. .. 

There, as Mr. Bodkin’s “ devil,” he acquired an extensive Birmingham 3% on or after 1947 at option 

experience in criminal law. It was, therefore, no surprise when, of Corpn. .. : i. : ; 

in LYLI, he was appointed a Metropolitan Magistrate—the first Bristol 34% 1925- 65. Se 2 ed 

Jewish stipendiary. He sat at Greenwich and Woolwich until Cardiff 34% 1935 .. oN gee Fs 

1916, when he was transferred to Clerkenwell, where he remained preva 240% 1925-40 : 

until 1922, when he was appointed to Marylebone—a transfer Liverpool 34% on or after 1942 at option 

which, from the importance of the Court, is considered as of Corpn. od ai oy 

promotion. oak : Marichester 3% on or after 1941 .. oe 65xd. 
Asa magistrate, Mr. Symmons entirely justified his appointment ; Newcastle 34% irredeemable ae a: 15 

his experience of the crim inal courts was large, and with this were Nottingham 3% irredeemable a ig 66 

combined a natural shrewdness, great industry, and a quality Plymouth 8% 1920-60 ve ie 684 

especially desirable in a Me teopolitan Police Magistrate, great Middlesex C.C. 34% 1927- 47 aa a 794xd. 

kindness of heart. The proceedings at his court were conducted ss 


with decorum, and he avoided the pitfall into which many . : . 
magistrates fall of lecturing the prisoner and the public upon all English Railway ony Charges. 
sorts of matters, whether relevant or not to the matter in hand. Git. Western Rly. 4 Debenture er 844xd. 
Mr. Symmons was also a man of considerable humour, and his witty Gt. Western Rly. 4 7o Rent Charge 1044 
speeches at the Bar Mess will long be remembered. He was (it. Western Rly. % Preference .. 1014 
at one time a member of the Eighty Club, and was an eloquent - North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture .. 83xd. 
and forcible speaker at Liberal meetings. He contested the . North Eastern Rly. re Guaranteed .. 824 
Epping Division of Essex in 1909 without success against Colonel . North Eastern Rly. xt Ist Preference 813 
Lockwood. The premature termination of a career which might - Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4 9 ‘Debenture *° 84xd. 
well have ended on the Bench at Bow-street is a considerable - Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed =? 81 }xd. 
public loss, and all who were brought into contact with the kindly . Mid. & Scot. Rly. off Preference ee 803 
magistrate, and especially the poor of his district, will feel that Southern Railway 4% Debenture “4 825 
Southern Railway 5% Guaranteed os 1034 


with his death they have lost a true friend. Pe, 
Mr. Symmons married, in 1895, a daughter of Jonas Drucquer, Southern Railway 5% Preference oe 1004 


of Grosvenor-road, Canonbury. He was a member of the Garrick 
and British Empire Clubs. The funeral will take place at the 
Golders Green Jewish Cemetery at 2 p.m. to-morrow. Mr. Thomas Latimer Jones, of The Poplars, Llanrwst, Denbigh, 
Sympathetic references to the death of Mr. Symmons were | and Station-road, Llanrwst, solicitor, son of Canon Jones, of 
made at several of the Metropolitan Police Courts on Tuesday by | Lampeter, and brother of the Rector of Newtown, left estate of 
his colleagues on the Bench. At Marylebone Police Court | gross value £5,262 (net personalty £3,708). 
Mr. Cancellor referred to Mr. Symmons as one of the most able, . 
painstaking, and patient magistrates on the Bench. Similar 
tributes were paid by Mr. Graham Campbell at Marlborough- 
street Police Court, Mr. Cecil ewe at Westminster, Mr. A UNIVERSAL APPEAL 
Rooth at Lambeth, and Mr. Fleming at Woolwich. At the latter |To Lawyers: For A PostcaRD OR A GUINEA FOR A MODEL 
court it was recalled that Mr. Symmons was the founder of the ForM OF BEQUEST TO THE HOSPITAL FOR EPILEPSY AND 
Woolwich and Deptford Children’s Evening Play Centres. PARALYSIS, MAIDA VALE, W. 
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TT 
Mountain Ash, Provision Merchant. Lez, Tuomas G. E., Salisbury, Shopkeeper. Salisbury, 
July 24. Ord. July 24 Pet. July 20. Ord. July 20. 
WILLIAM, Salford, Mercantile Clerk. Salford. Pet LILLINGSTONE, SAMUEL W., Thetford, Poultry Dealer, 
Ord. July 23 Norwich. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 
ABRAHAM, Swiss Cottag Moneylender’s Clerk LLoyp, Evay, Lilandyssul, Horse Dealer. Carmarthen, 
yurt Pet. June 30. Ord. July 25 Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27 
Buck! Flint, Grocer. Chester. Pet. | MENDEZ, ARCHIBALD W., West Hampstead. High Court, 
ily 24 Pet. June 26. Ord. July 25. 
(ireat St. Helens, Drug Merchant NATHAN, ALFRED, Duke-st., St. James’s. High Court, 
une 21. Ord. July 25 Pet. Aprilii. Ord. July 25. 
) 1 t N wd, Archit High i ! , Cabinet Maker. Bradford. Pet Pate, Tuomas G., Ystrad Rhondda, Collier. Pontypridd, 
Ma | July rd. July 25 : Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 
ER MAN \ t f nd-rd., ¢ ompan} Director High Peake, THomas N .H., Horsehay, Salop, Bricklayer. Shrews- 
Ma ! ) rt 2 Ju ? Ord. July 25 bury. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 
High Holborn, Merchant. High Court ROGERS, ARTHUR R., Poole. Poole. Pet. July 3. Ord. July 26, 
! ) Rusty, Isaac, Bow. High Court. Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25, 
enham, Coal Merchant. Chelten- SHaw, MAuD and SHAW, ARCHIBALD I., Derby, Refresh- 
ham t. July 2 rd. July 23 ment Room Proprietors. Derby. Pet. July 27. Ord, 
PARKINSON FRI RICK, ishop Auckland Innkeeper. July 27. ’ 
Durha et , 1. July 25 SHRAGER, ADOLPHE, Westgate-on-Sea, Dairy Farmer, 
PARSONS, ERNES Kingston-upon-Hull, Sidecar Manu- Canterbury. Pet. May 17. Ord. July 28. 
facturer Ki ton-upon-Hull. Pet. July 24. Ord. gis, RicnaRD P., Morris-st., St. George’s, Baker. High 











SHIP! 
hk 
TAYLOR 


July 24 Court. Pet. June 26. Ord. July 26. 
PHILLIPS, WILLIAM , St Davids, House Decorator. Syrrn, CHARLES G., Westgate Bridge, Gloucester, Timber 
Haverfordwest. Pet. Jul 4. Ord. July 24 Merchant. Gloucester. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 
Porrs, Ff. Stonky, Warren-st., W.C., Motor Engincer. High Srarrorp, HERBERT, Whissendine, Rutland, Coal Dealer, 
t. June 21. Ord. July 19 Leicester. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 
Coventry, Coal Merchant. Coventry SYRAD, George A. D. and Lypon, HARRY, Hotel Proprietors, 
lL. July 25 Margate. Canterbury. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27 
Portamouth, Beer Retailer. Portsmouth. Tgacuer, Soy, Folkestone, General Dealer. Cant rbury. 
July 25 Pet. June 19. Ord. July 28. 
: TH , Southampton, Baker. Southampton. ‘Tyssaup, Lovis, Lancaster-place. High Court. Pet. June 8, 
Pet. July 2 July 24 Ord. July 27. 
SCHWELI JOSEI ster,Manufacturer. Manchester. Waris, GRorGE A., North Owersby, Lincs., Smallholder, 
P Ju >. On y 25 Lincoln. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 
SLATER, WILLIAM A l ily sah Carmarthen Pet WARD, ROWLAND, Castleford, Haulage Contractor. Wake- 
July 23 July 23 field. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 
SMITH, GHOR lon l ‘ Croydon Pet Wess, Georce C., Brentford, Fishmonger. Kingston 
July 24 rd ya (Surrey). Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 
Smiru, WALI vor lton, Fr r. Scarborough. Wen, PHILiar, Amhurst-rd., Manufacturing Furrier. High 
Pet. July 2 rd. Ji ; Court. Pet. July 10. Ord. July 26 
Serer, MA R07 ighan sirmingham, Pet. Wr.uams, Lewis, Liverpool, Team Owner. Liverpool 
July 12. Ord ily 2 Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28 
STONE, WILLIAM, Keighle sake Sheffield. Pet. July 23. 
Ord. July 2 Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
Warrers, Winwam C., High Wycombe, Upholsterer London Gazette of July 24, 1923. 
Avlesb Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. ; 
Wire, THOMAS S., Heanor, Derby, Photographer. Derby. 
Pet. Jul ) 1. July 25 
WHITEMAN, FARMER, Swindon, Poultry Dealer. Swindon. 
Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25 


EDWARDS, OwEN, Whitehall, Angle, Pembroke, Farmer, 
Haverfordwest. Pet. July 4. Ord. July 18. 





\ nded noti ibstituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 20, 1923 
Davies, Owen, Lianon, Cardigan, Baker Aberystwyth 


Pet dy 18. Ord. dy i |THE “OYEZ” 


Amended not ibstituted for those published in the 








<geuse. odie ger me mn con | COUNTY COURT 


Pet. May i 
DONALDSON, Ré r B e, Yorks, Cycle Dealer. 


saa tow | 7 EDGER. 


AY, July 31 
BAINES, Det | General Dealer. Cocker- Tt above has been designed by & 


practising Solicitor to meet the demands 
BARCLAY, yR Vigat ture Dealer. Wigan. Pet for a book of a handy size that can be 
June tL. Ord. July 2 carried to the Court without inconvenience. It 
Bassivt, WILLIAM L., terborough, Manure and Coal measures 13 by 4 inches, or about the size of a 
Agent. Peterborough. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28 folded brief. * 
BLENKIN, JOSEPH, Marske-by-the-Sea, Yorks., Joiner It contains spaces for complete details of all 
Middlesbrough. Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25 : fees paid, results of judgments, hearings, orders 
BOWKETT, JAMI j., Clifton, Bristol, Builder. Bristol made, &c. Itis provided with all the necessary 
July 26 columns to show amounts received from defen- 
i H snd. High Court. Pet. June 29. Ord dants, and from the. Court when paid by 
July 24 instalments, also columns showing amounts paid 
Buber, ALice D., Bright Brighton. Pet. July 11. Ord. over to plaintiff. 
July 27 . Each opening of the book shows one action, 
CAMPBELL, WILFRED 8 at Grimsby, Laundry Pro- and is complete in every detail. 500 Cases are 
prietor. Great Grimsby. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. contained in one book, which ts foliod, indexed, 
CATLIN, ALBERT E., Blacks Butcher. Tredegar. Pet strongly bound and lettered. The paper used Is 
July 26. Ord. July 26 ; + Pet. July’ thin tough loan, so that the book is not bulky. 
COOPE! I ave 00 { JULY 6 
Oe iJ / ie _—" " Price complete 21s. or Post Free 21s. 6d. 
ORRI EMANUEI oke Newington, Diamond Broker, A specimen sheet sent free on application. 
High Court. Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25 


Hu, EpmMunp, C., Merton Park, Surrey Croydon 2 
Pet. July 26. Or July 26 LONDON: 


Dowky, JAMES, I Joiner Burnley Pet. July 26. THE SOLICITORS’ LAW 


Ord. July 2 
Giasscoz, T. H., Chiswick, Glass*Merchant Brentford. 

Pet. May 1. Ord, July 13 STATIONERY SOCIETY, LTD., 
Gl — - James, Wigmore-st. High Court. Pet. June 1. 22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.2. 

Or Ju on _ 
serene. oo wi . aaeaitaals a BEDFORD Row, W.C.1. 45, TOTHILL STREET, 8.W.1. 
Cee Bot daly 17, Ord Kpool, Commission Agent. 1} 97'& 28, WALBROOK, E.C.4. 15, HaNover Steger, W.1. 
GRIFFIN, JOHN B., Risca, Mon., Cattle Drover. Newport. 

et. July Ord. July 27 
HARRISON, ARTHUR, Altrincham, Coal Dealer. Manchester. 

Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27 
HERTS, ARTHUR H., Dorset-square, W. High Court. Pet 

wee PROVIDENCE (ROW) 


June 28. Ord, July 25 


Win Petr On aye? Night Refuge and Home 


mouth ‘ 3 d. July 24 




















ghal 


HOPKINS, FREDERICK W., Strand, W.C. High Court 
June 25. Ord, July 24 CRISPIN STREET, LONDON, E.1, 


y R Pet 4 
_— Ci leto Pet. July 12. Ord. July 26 

Court et 1e 1 1. July 25 Jones, Davip, Clydach, Brecknock, Inn-keeper. Tredegar. 

Hani 5, Shepherd’s Bush, Boot & Shoe Manu- “pet! July 27. Ord. July 27 HOMELESS POOR 

fa 5 Ord. J 

Hinton, GroRG! \ < ar Kirkha ” y ful : d 
Farmer. Prest July 2 Ord. July 2 omy < 

H Pk S00 Al I . KOOPMAN, JoHN, Shoreditch, Timber Merchant. High FUNDS are urgently neede ° 
vesterfield, 1 July 23 rd. July 23 

Hupson, WILLIAM, Southport, Upholsterer On LAYMAN, ALFRED R., Railway-approach, London Bridge, Street, Mansion House, London, E.C., will gladly 
copy of Annua! Report on application. 


Jounson, Exocu, Gainsborough, Cabinet Maker Lincolt 
‘Tuly 26. , Has worked since 1860 amongst the 
ot High xS,_ EUs. uy S ily 25. | Ka, Jouy A., Brighton, Brighton. Pet. July 11. Ord every Winter Season, without distinction of creed. 
BERT Derby, Boo ] - . 
Che at , Court. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27 The Secretary, Sir JOHN GILBERT, K.B.E., 15, George 
Pet, July 25. Ord. July 23. Auctioneer. High Court, Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 








